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Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks  (FWP)  is  required  to  perform  an  environmental  analysis  in  accordance  with 
MEPA  for  "each  proposal  for  projects,  programs,  legislation,  and  other  major  actions  of  state  government 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment”  [Administrative  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM) 
12.2.430].  FWP  prepares  environmental  assessments  (EA)  to  determine  whether  a project  would  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment.  If  FWP  determines  that  a project  will  have  a significant  impact  that 
cannot  be  mitigated  to  a minor  impact,  the  agency  will  prepare  a more  detailed  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  before  making  a decision.  If  the  agency  determines  that  a proposed  project  will  not  have  a 
significant  impact,  or  that  the  impact  can  be  mitigated  to  minor  or  none,  the  agency  may  make  its  licensing 
decision  based  upon  the  results  of  the  EA  and  criteria  established  under  Montana  game  farm  statute  Montana 
Code  Annotated  (MCA)  Title  87,  Chapter  4,  Part  4. 

Mitigation  measures  may  be  considered  in  FWP’s  analysis  as  a means  to  reduce  the  impact(s)  of  a game  farm 
to  a level  below  significance.  FWP  may  also  recommend  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts  that  are 
considered  minor. 


The  FWP  prepared  a Draft  EA  for  the  proposed  Diamond  K Ranch  Game  Farm  which  identified  no  significant 
impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  that  could  not  be  mitigated.  The  Draft  EA  was  released  for  public  review 
and  comment  August  24,  1998.  Public  comments  were  accepted  through  September  23,  1998.  A public 
meeting  was  held  August  31 , 1998  in  Havre,  Montana  to  receive  oral  comments  on  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
Draft  EA,  as  modified  herein,  is  hereby  approved  as  the  Final  EA.  This  Final  EA  for  the  proposed  Diamond 
K Ranch  Game  Farm  contains  a summary  of  the  Proposed  Action,  a description  of  the  affected  environment, 
and  potential  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action,  all  of  which  are  described  in  additional  detail  in  the  Draft 
EA  which  is  adopted  in  this  Final  EA.  This  document  also  describes  mitigation  measures,  includes  public 
comments,  and  provides  the  conclusion  of  the  EA.  The  preferred  alternative  is  the  Proposed  Action  with  1 1 
required  stipulations  and  several  recommended  mitigation  measures. 


PROPOSED  GAME  FARM  APPLICATION 


FWP  received  an  initial  application  to  construct  the  Diamond  K Ranch  Game  Farm  in  Hill  County,  Montana 
on  January  31,  1998  from  Kim  and  Cindy  Kafka,  Jack  and  Ellen  Schubarth,  and  Dan  and  Julie  Clark.  An 
amended  application  dated  July  8,  1998  was  received  from  Kim  Kafka  that  included  a reduction  in  the 
proposed  size  of  the  game  farm  enclosure  (original  = 2,640  acres;  amended  = 1,145  acres).  No  expansion 
of  the  1,145-acre  game  farm  is  being  considered  as  part  of  this  EA.  The  proposed  Diamond  K Ranch  Game 
Farm  would  be  located  approximately  10  miles  south  of  Havre,  Montana.  The  Kafka's  live  approximately  7 
miles  north  of  the  game  farm  site. 


The  Proposed  Action  consists  of  placing  the  following  animals  on  a total  of  approximately  1,145  acres  that 
would  comprise  the  game  farm:  up  to  150  adult  elk;  5 bighorn,  stone,  desert,  fannin  and/or  dall  sheep;  5 
pronghorn;  5 mountain  goats;  and  5 mule  and/or  white-tailed  deer.  The  purpose  of  the  game  farm  is  to 
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provide  for  "put  and  take"  fee  shooting.  Antler  and/or  meat  production  also  may  occur  with  selected  game 
farm  animals.  Many  animals  released  into  the  proposed  game  farm  would  come  from  existing  game  farms 
owned  and  operated  by  Kim  Kafka  and  Jack  Schubarth.  Additional  elk  and  other  big  game  animals  would  be 
obtained  from  other  game  farms. 

The  game  farm  site  would  be  divided  by  an  internal  fence  into  two  pastures:  (1)  a smaller  360-acre  holding 
pasture  along  the  west  side  of  the  game  farm  site;  and  (2)  a larger  785-acre  pasture  for  shooting  purposes 
that  comprises  the  eastern  two-thirds  of  the  game  farm  area.  Elk  would  be  placed  into  the  360-acre  holding 
pasture  in  April  or  May  and  would  be  placed  in  the  larger  main  pasture  in  mid-August  for  the  paid  shoots. 
Approximately  three  bull  elk  would  be  shot  per  day  from  the  herd  until  none  remain.  The  non-elk  big  game 
animals  would  be  placed  into  the  game  farm  near  the  beginning  of  the  shooting  period  (i.e.,  mid-August).  If 
the  number  of  elk  and  other  big  game  animals  placed  in  the  game  farm  exceeds  the  number  shot,  excess  elk 
and  other  game  farm  animals  would  be  removed  by  darting  and  chemical  immobilization. 

In  addition  to  domestic  wildlife  placed  in  the  proposed  game  farm  area  for  shooting  purposes,  the  785-acre 
shooting  pasture  would  retain  its  current  use  of  spring  and  summer  pasture  for  cattle.  Approximately  250  adult 
cattle  plus  their  calves  currently  graze  on  the  2,000  acres  of  rangeland  on  and  adjacent  to  the  proposed  game 
farm  enclosure  during  spring,  summer,  and  fall.  Cattle  would  be  removed  from  the  shooting  pasture  in  early 
September  and  would  be  replaced  with  the  elk  until  removed  by  shooting.  Elk  and  other  game  farm  animals 
would  not  be  left  in  the  game  farm  during  the  winter  season  (approximately  December  through  March  or  April). 
All  game  farm  gates  would  remain  locked  at  all  times  except  when  game  farm  animals  and/or  cattle  are  moved 
into  or  out  of  the  enclosure,  at  which  time  the  gates  will  be  monitored  to  prevent  ingress/egress.  Wild  deer 
and  pronghorn  would  be  removed  from  the  game  farm  enclosure,  if  present,  at  the  time  fence  construction 
is  completed. 

The  applicants  would  sell  and  dispose  of  domestic  elk  in  accordance  with  Montana  game  farm  and  disease 
control  requirements  stipulated  in  Montana  statute  and  administrative  rules.  Fence  construction  would  be  in 
accordance  with  requirements  of  FWP  under  ARM  1 2.6.1 503A,  and  proposed  changes  to  these  rules. 
Fencing  would  consist  of  8-foot  high,  tightlock  mesh  game  fence  (96-6-20  knotted  joint),  2%-inch  steel  pipe 
posts  spaced  not  more  than  24  feet  apart  (24  feet  on  flat  ground;  20  feet  on  gentle  slopes;  16  feet  along  major 
coulee  crossings),  and  27/a-inch  steel  pipe  corner  posts.  Posts  would  be  set  approximately  3 feet  into  the  soil 
and  corners  would  be  braced.  A portion  of  the  southern  fence  line  (approximately  2,500  feet  in  length)  would 
be  constructed  to  a height  of  10  feet  to  mitigate  potential  problems  with  steeper  slopes  along  coulees  in  this 
area.  Four  additional  strands  of  high-tensile  wire  with  wire  stays  spaced  every  8 feet  would  be  used  for  the 
additional  fence  height  above  the  standard  8-foot  game  fence.  At  the  steeper  sided  coulees  (i.e.,  20-30 
degrees  or  35-60  percent  slopes),  the  fence  would  cross  perpendicular  to  contour.  Some  of  the  steep-sided 
narrow  ridges  or  knobs  would  be  leveled  to  facilitate  placement  of  the  fence. 

Each  major  drainage  crossed  by  the  game  farm  fence  would  have  a grated  culvert  installed  and  surrounded 
by  dirt  and  rock  to  allow  the  fence  to  be  placed  over  the  culvert  and  provide  for  flow  of  runoff  water  away  from 
the  fence.  Three  steel  gates  would  be  8 feet  high  and  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  game  farm  area. 
A smaller  catch  pen  for  purposes  of  handling  and  testing  the  animals  would  be  constructed  in  the  smaller 
game  farm  pasture  according  to  standards  and  approval  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Livestock  (DoL). 
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ALTERNATIVES 


One  alternative  (No  Action  Alternative)  was  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EA.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  FWP 
would  not  issue  a license  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  Game  Farm  as  proposed.  Therefore,  no  game  farm 
animals  would  be  placed  on  the  proposed  area.  Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not 
preclude  other  activities  allowed  under  local,  state  and  federal  laws  to  take  place  on  the  proposed  site. 

AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

The  proposed  Diamond  K Ranch  Game  Farm  is  located  on  1,145  acres  approximately  10  miles  south  of 
Havre,  in  Hill  County,  in  the  northern  foothills  of  the  Bear  Paw  Mountains.  The  proposed  game  farm  is  situated 
in  breaks-like  topography  between  a gently-sloping  bench  extending  from  the  Bear  Paws  on  the  south  end 
of  the  game  farm  area  and  rolling  prairie  topography  to  the  north.  The  game  farm  site  is  dissected  by  several 
steep-sided  drainages  or  coulees.  Prairie  grasslands  occur  at  lower  elevations  and  mountain  shrub/grassland 
habitat  is  on  the  higher  elevation  ridges.  Elevation  of  the  area  ranges  from  about  3,700  feet  along  the 
southern  boundary  to  3,100  feet  along  the  northern  boundary. 

Geology  of  the  area  is  mainly  Quaternary-age  glacial  ground  moraines  that  overlie  sandstone,  siltstone,  and 
shale  of  the  Cretaceous-age  Judith  River  Formation  on  the  northern  third  of  the  property,  and  Tertiary-age 
volcanic  rocks  on  the  remaining  two-thirds  to  the  south.  The  tills  are  poorly  drained  and  alkali-rich  and  can 
become  gumbo  during  rains.  Clay  content  generally  ranges  from  18  to  35  percent,  and  soil  reaction  is  slightly 
to  strongly  alkaline.  Erosion  potential  in  the  majority  of  soil  mapping  units  is  moderate  for  water  and  slight  to 
very  slight  for  wind. 

North-draining  coulees  extend  through  the  game  farm  site.  Spring  Coulee  is  the  primary  drainage  in  the 
project  area;  an  ephemeral  tributary  of  Big  Sandy  Creek,  which  eventually  flows  to  the  Milk  River  near  the 
town  of  Havre.  The  very  eastern  portion  of  the  game  farm  site  is  drained  by  an  ephemeral  tributary  to  Beaver 
Creek,  which  also  flows  north  to  the  Milk  River.  Beaver  Creek  Reservoir  is  created  by  a dam  on  Beaver  Creek 
approximately  1 mile  north  of  the  game  farm  site.  Drainages  located  within  the  game  farm  site  flow  only  in 
response  to  snowmelt  and  significant  precipitation  events. 

Several  ponds  and  springs  are  found  within  the  proposed  game  farm  site  that  would  provide  water  to  the  game 
farm  animals.  Three  ponds  are  located  in  the  north,  south,  and  midwest  portions  of  the  game  farm  enclosure; 
two  of  these  ponds  were  created  by  drainage  dams  and  one  pond  was  excavated.  Only  the  northernmost 
pond  appears  not  to  contain  water  year-round.  Two  springs  are  located  in  the  northwest  and  mideast  areas 
of  the  game  farm  site.  Wetland  and  riparian  areas  cover  a total  area  of  approximately  23  acres  along  the 
drainage  bottoms  within  the  game  farm  enclosure. 

Several  water  wells  have  been  drilled  within  1 mile  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site.  The  nearest  wells  are 
approximately  0.5  to  1 mile  east  of  the  game  farm  site  and  are  domestic  wells  associated  with  the  Eagle  Rock 
Estates  subdivision;  these  wells  range  in  depth  from  about  200  to  400  feet.  A few  additional  wells  are  located 
approximately  1 mile  or  more  north  of  the  game  farm  site  for  domestic,  stock  watering,  and  irrigation  purposes. 
These  wells  are  relatively  shallow  at  less  than  100  feet  deep.  Two  public  water  supply  wells  are  located  in 
the  Beaver  Creek  drainage  bottom  approximately  0.75  to  1.5  miles  north-northeast  of  the  game  farm  site. 
These  two  wells  are  approximately  20  feet  deep.  Depth  to  groundwater  in  the  above-mentioned  wells  ranges 
from  approximately  7 to  70  feet  below  ground  surface. 
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General  vegetation  in  the  proposed  game  farm  is  comprised  of  prairie  grasslands  at  lower  elevations,  woody 
draw  habitat  in  the  coulee  bottoms,  and  mountain  shrub/grassland  habitat  on  the  higher  elevation  ridges.  The 
four  vegetation  types  consist  of  Kentucky  bluegrass/blue  grama,  little  bluestem/prairie  sandreed,  mixed  shrub, 
and  willow.  Historic  grazing  use  has  eliminated  rough  fescue  and  much  of  the  bluebunch  wheatgrass  from 
lower  elevation  and  flatter  sites.  Rough  fescue  is  still  present  in  small  amounts  at  upper  elevation  sites  on 
steeper  slopes.  Riparian  and  wetland  areas  are  restricted  to  the  larger  drainage  bottoms^and  are  dominated 
by  willow  species. 

The  proposed  game  farm  is  located  within  year-long  moderate  to  high  density  mule  and  white-tailed  deer 
habitat.  The  combination  of  broken  topography,  deciduous  shrubs,  aspen  and  willow-lined  drainages,  and 
open  grassy  ridges  on  and  adjacent  to  the  proposed  game  farm  makes  this  excellent  habitat  for  both  mule 
and  white-tailed  deer.  The  lack  of  southern  exposures  in  the  game  farm  area  suggests  that  this  would  not  be 
critical  deer  winter  range  during  extremely  severe  winters. 

Approximately  1 50  to  200  wild  elk  occur  in  the  Bear  Paw  Mountains  and  a few  may  pass  through  this  area 
on  occasion;  however,  the  elk  generally  stay  in  the  mountains  or  the  breaks  of  the  Missouri  River  south  of  the 
mountains  approximately  20  miles  south  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  Bighorn  sheep  also  occur  along  the  river 
breaks  south  of  the  mountains  and  approximately  35  miles  south  and  southeast  of  the  proposed  game  farm, 
occasionally,  a ram  may  travel  into  the  Bear  Paw  Mountains.  Observations  of  several  pronghorn  in  1998  show 
that  they  are  using  the  game  farm  area  and  the  rolling  prairie  country  to  the  north.  The  proposed  game  farm 
also  provides  habitat  to  sharp-tailed  grouse  and  pheasants. 

The  game  farm  area  does  not  provide  habitat  for  any  Federally-listed  wildlife  species.  Bald  eagles  and 
peregrine  falcons  (Federally  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species  - scheduled  for  delisting)  may  be 
seasonally  migratory  through  this  area,  but  there  is  no  important  nesting  habitat  or  wintering  areas  on  the 
proposed  game  farm.  On  rare  occasions,  a transient  gray  wolf  (Federally  listed  as  threatened)  may  pass 
through  this  area.  Mountain  lions  would  be  expected  to  periodically  cross  this  area  due  the  presence  of  deer 
and  rugged  topography.  Black  and  grizzly  bears  would  not  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  area. 

On  the  east  side  and  about  0.5  to  1 mile  from  the  proposed  game  farm  is  Eagle  Rock  Estates,  subdivided  for 
residential  use  about  20  years  ago.  Currently,  there  are  11  residences  in  the  subdivision.  Several  other 
residences  are  located  approximately  1 mile  from  the  game  farm  fence  to  the  north  and  west.  About  2.5  miles 
southwest  of  the  game  farm  is  the  Rocky  Boy  Indian  Reservation,  and  the  lower  portion  of  Beaver  Creek 
County  Park  is  approximately  0.5  mile  northeast  from  the  game  farm.  Since  the  proposed  game  farm  is  more 
than  6 miles  outside  of  Havre,  no  county  zoning  regulations  would  apply. 

Ten  seasonal  employees  and  three  year-round  employees  would  be  hired  for  operation  of  the  proposed  game 
farm.  In  addition  to  these  employees,  family  members  would  continue  to  work  on  the  operation  of  the  existing 
ranch,  as  well  as  the  game  farm  operation. 

There  are  five  previously  recorded  archaeological  sites  within  or  near  the  proposed  game  farm,  based  on  a 
cultural  resource  file  search  by  the  State  Historical  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).  A cultural  resource 
reconnaissance  survey  conducted  on  the  proposed  game  farm  area  identified  10  previously  unrecorded 
cultural  properties:  three  prehistoric  Native  American  campsites  characterized  by  from  one  to  four  stone 
circles;  four  prehistoric  sites  consisting  of  either  one  or  two  cairns;  one  prehistoric  site  consisting  of  five  cairns; 
one  prehistoric  Native  American  drive  line  and  possible  bison  kill  site;  and,  one  historic  cairn. 
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CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Impacts  to  Vegetation  and  Soil  Resources 

Soil  limitations  in  the  proposed  game  farm  area  are  primarily  associated  with  the  considerable  clay  content 
and  steep  slopes  along  the  coulees.  The  relatively  high  clay  percentages  and  slow'soil  permeability  can 
cause  gumbo  conditions  when  it  rains,  which  can  account  for  some  soil  erosion  when  roads  and  paths  are 
used  under  these  conditions.  Reductions  in  vegetative  cover  from  overstocking  or  overuse  could  result  in 
undesirable  levels  of  soil  erosion. 

The  360-acre  holding  pasture  would  provide  approximately  20  percent  of  forage  needs  for  elk  for  the  5-month 
period  of  use.  Even  with  supplemental  feed,  elk  continue  to  graze  and  browse  the  available  forage  in  addition 
to  consuming  the  supplemental  feed.  At  the  proposed  stocking  rate  of  up  to  150  elk  and  20  other  big  game, 
the  vegetative  condition  of  the  holding  pasture  will  decline,  resulting  in  loss  of  species  diversity,  soil  erosion, 
and  susceptibility  to  invasion  by  noxious  weeds. 

Forage  production  on  the  remaining  785  acres  of  the  game  farm  area  would  provide  adequate  forage  for  elk 
from  August  15  to  December  1 after  livestock  use  during  most  years  (assumes  50  percent  utilization  rate). 
In  years  of  low  forage  production,  a reduction  in  livestock  grazing  time  or  providing  supplemental  feed  may 
be  necessary  to  maintain  the  vegetative  resource  in  the  main  pasture.  The  wetland  and  riparian  areas, 
located  in  both  the  shooting  and  holding  pastures,  would  receive  heavy  use  and  related  vegetative  impacts 
from  the  elk  and  other  big  game. 

Impacts  to  Water  Resources 

Increased  runoff  and  erosion  could  occur  in  some  areas  of  the  game  farm  holding  pasture  if  the  stocking  rate 
exceeds  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  pasture  and  vegetative  cover  is  diminished.  The  relatively  large  game 
farm  area  and  proposed  maximum  stocking  rate  (1 50  elk  + 20  other  big  game  on  360  acres  in  the  holding 
pasture  and  785  acres  in  the  shooting  pasture),  however,  should  allow  for  the  potential  to  maintain  adequate 
vegetative  cover.  Domestic  elk  fecal  matter  and  nutrient-enriched  water  may  have  a minor  effect  on  the 
quality  of  groundwater  and  surface  water  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm,  primarily  during  periods  of  snowmelt 
and  major  precipitation  events.  The  use  of  this  area  as  a cattle  pasture,  however,  suggests  that  some  nutrient 
loading  of  water  resources  may  have  already  occurred. 

Impacts  to  Wildlife  Resources 

Wild  mule  deer  and  white-tailed  deer,  and  pronghorn  would  be  excluded  from  the  proposed  game  farm. 
Removal  of  wild  deer  from  the  proposed  game  farm  at  the  start  of  the  project  may  require  that  some  deer  be 
shot  because  they  cannot  cost-effectively  be  herded  from  the  enclosure.  If  deer  (or  pronghorn)  should  enter 
the  elk-occupied  enclosure  during  spring  through  fall,  wild  ungulates  exposed  to  domestic  elk  would  likely  be 
destroyed  rather  than  released  back  to  the  wild.  This  would  effect  individuals  but  not  the  wild  deer  population. 
Mountain  lions  may  on  occasion  pass  through  this  area  and  may  be  attracted  to  the  game  farm  due  to  the 
concentration  of  domestic  elk.  Lions  are  capable  of  entering  the  enclosure  and,  although  live  capture  and 
removal  are  possible,  it  is  not  without  risks.  This  may  affect  individuals  but  not  populations.  The  intensive 
combined  grazing  of  the  proposed  game  farm  by  cattle  and  elk  would  reduce  residual  cover  on  upland  areas 
located  away  from  water  and  on  steeper  slopes  currently  not  used  by  cattle.  Loss  of  vegetative  cover  may 
also  result  in  a slight  decline  in  sharp-tailed  grouse  using  this  area. 
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As  shrub  communities  in  the  proposed  game  farm  site  are  reduced  and  modified  by  the  additive  effect  of  elk 
grazing  and  browsing,  there  would  be  an  expected  change  in  abundance  of  small  mammals  and  neotropical 
migrant  birds.  Gut  piles  from  harvested  animals  potentially  could  provide  food  for  scavenging  birds  and 
mammals,  but  the  intentions  of  this  project  are  to  pick  up  the  gut  piles  for  later  incineration. 

The  1,145-acre  enclosure  would  alter  local  movement  of  wild  deer  (or  transitory  elk),  forcing  them  to  reroute 
their  daily  movement  around  the  exterior  enclosure  fence.  Rather  than  crossing  the  area  directly  under 
existing  conditions,  what  would  normally  be  a 1 mile  trip  across  the  area  may  require  about  2 miles  to  travel 
to  the  same  location  once  the  enclosure  is  in  place.  This  is  within  the  range  of  normal  daily  movements; 
during  these  movements,  deer  would  not  be  forced  to  travel  into  unfavorable  habitat.  During  periods  of  snow 
cover,  there  would  be  greater  energy  expenditure  for  deer  to  travel  this  extra  distance,  but  this  area  is  not  deer 
winter  range  and  few  deer  would  be  impacted  during  this  time  period.  When  deer  are  traversing  the  exterior 
boundary  fence  during  periods  of  snow  cover,  they  would  be  vulnerable  to  coyote  predation  because  the  fence 
may  block  necessary  escape  routes.  There  is  one  L-shaped  fence  comer  on  the  southwestern  corner  where 
this  may  be  a continual  problem.  The  fence  would  not  be  a major  obstacle  for  pronghorn  living  in  this  area; 
only  the  lower  portion  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site  is  suitable  pronghorn  habitat  and  this  represents  the 
upper  edge  of  pronghorn  habitat  in  this  area.  A transitory  gray  wolf  might  pass  through  this  area  and  may  be 
lured  into  the  enclosure  to  prey  upon  domestic  elk.  This  may  require  some  type  of  control  action  to  remove 
the  wolf  from  the  enclosure,  if  necessary. 

The  proposed  game  farm  fence  would  likely  result  in  some  initial  increased  stress  to  deer  living  in  this  area 
for  the  following  reasons:  (a)  some  deer  would  be  forced  out  of  the  1 .8  square  mile  enclosure  of  otherwise 
suitable  habitat;  until  an  equilibrium  is  obtained,  the  excluded  deer  would  be  forced  to  live  at  a higher  density 
with  neighboring  deer  habitat;  (b)  the  proposed  game  farm  fence  would  interfere  with  some  local  movements 
of  deer  through  this  area;  and  (c)  during  periods  of  winter  snow  cover,  the  enclosure  would  also  cause  some 
expenditure  of  extra  energy  to  circum-navigate  the  exterior  game  farm  fence. 

Due  to  the  upland  location  of  the  proposed  game  farm,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  aquatic  systems  beyond 
those  already  related  to  intensive  farming  and  grazing  that  presently  occur  in  this  area. 

There  is  a potential  for  domestic  elk,  whitetail  deer  or  mule  deer  carrying  or  becoming  infected  with  a 
contagious  wildlife  disease  or  parasite  such  as  tuberculosis,  meningeal  worm,  or  chronic  wasting  disease 
(CWD)  and  then  coming  in  contact  (through-the-fence,  nose-to-nose,  nose-to-soil,  or  ingress/egress)  with  wild 
deer,  elk,  or  other  wildlife.  In  addition,  bighorn  sheep,  stone  sheep,  desert  sheep,  fannin  sheep,  dall  sheep, 
and  mountain  goats  may  be  released  into  the  proposed  game  farm,  and  they  could  potentially  carry  A Strain 
Pasteurella  and  lungworms.  Although  release  of  a contagious  disease  in  the  wild  could  severely  impact  native 
wildlife  populations,  the  probability  of  this  happening  is  reduced  because  all  game  farm  animals  will  routinely 
be  monitored  for  diseases. 

The  recent  confirmation  of  CWD  in  at  least  seven  game  farms  in  South  Dakota,  Nebraska,  Oklahoma,  and 
Saskatchewan  raises  concerns  about  the  potential  movement  of  infected  animals  and  the  difficulty  in 
diagnosing  the  disease  in  living  animals.  It  is  possible  that  CWD  may  have  already  been  imported  into 
Montana  game  farms,  or  will  be  soon.  The  fact  that  the  proposed  game  farm  is  for  "put  and  take"  shooting 
reduces  the  chances  that  CWD  could  be  spread  to  wild  animals;  however,  the  method  of  transmission  to 
animals  is  unknown  at  this  time.  There  is  some  possibility  that  the  disease  may  be  transmitted  through 
contact  with  land  where  infected  animals  have  pastured.  Game  farm  animals  will  be  acquired  from  a variety 
of  sources  which  increases  the  potential  risk  of  CWD  translocation.  Ingress  and  egress  of  animals  may  be 
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potential  avenues  of  transmission. 


CWD  was  originally  diagnosed  in  captive  mule  deer  in  Colorado  in  1967  and  was  only  confirmed  in  wild  deer 
and  elk  in  the  early  1980s.  Within  the  past  two  years,  northeastern  Colorado  and  southeastern  Wyoming  have 
reported  incidences  as  high  as  7 percent  in  wild  mule  deer  and  1 percent  in  wild  elk.  Limited  sampling  in  wild 
deer  and  elk  in  other  western  states  and  in  western  Colorado  and  Wyoming  has  not  detedted  CWD;  however, 
additional  sampling  is  necessary  and  will  be  conducted  over  the  next  few  years  in  most  states. 

It  is  also  possible  that  diseases  and  parasites  carried  by  wild  deer  and  elk  could  be  introduced  to  domestic 
elk  with  adverse  impacts  for  the  game  farm.  Ingress  of  wild  elk  or  deer  would  likely  result  in  destruction  of  the 
trespassing  animals  if  the  animals  are  discovered  inside  the  game  farm.  Game  farms  are  responsible  for 
maintaining  game  proof  fencing  and  can  design  the  facility  to  prevent  contact  with  wild  deer  and  elk. 

Land  Use/Community  Impacts 

The  proposed  game  farm  would  be  compatible  with  existing  agricultural  land  uses.  The  area  surrounding  the 
game  farm,  however,  contains  residences  and  ranching  operations  in  relatively  close  proximity  (0.5  to  1 mile) 
to  the  proposed  game  farm.  Displacement  of  wild  big  game  from  the  game  farm  site  could  result  in  minor 
additional  crop  and  other  forage  damage  on  nearby  residents'  property. 

The  owner  of  the  proposed  game  farm  anticipates  providing  employment  for  10  seasonal  and  three  year-round 
workers.  Local  businesses  providing  goods  and  services  (such  as  motels,  vehicle  rental  dealers,  grocery 
stores,  restaurants,  meatcutters,  and  taxidermists)  would  benefit  the  most  as  a result  of  increased  spending 
due  to  operation  of  the  game  farm  and  spending  by  clients  using  the  services  of  the  game  farm.  No  impacts 
to  the  local  infrastructure  would  occur  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Some  local  residents,  including  neighbors  of  the  game  farm  applicant,  feel  that  permitting  the  game  farm 
operation  would  decrease  their  quality  of  life.  Safety,  due  to  the  increased  amount  of  rifle  shooting  on  the 
game  farm,  appears  to  be  the  most  important  issue  since  the  proposed  game  farm  site  is  near  land  of  the 
applicant's  neighbors.  Some  neighbors  also  are  concerned  about  their  cattle  contracting  disease  from  game 
farm  elk  and  the  increase  in  human  activity  from  operation  of  the  game  farm.  Neighbors  harboring  these 
negative  feelings  about  the  game  farm  operation  would  perceive  a loss  in  their  sense  of  social  well-being. 

Impacts  to  Cultural  Resources 

The  results  of  the  cultural  resource  reconnaissance  survey  suggest  that  overall,  the  number  of  sites  identified 
and  recorded  in  the  areas  sampled  was  high.  However,  the  site  density  was  expected  to  be  high  based  on 
the  environs  of  the  area  available  to  both  Native  Americans  and  Euro/American  settlers.  The  proposed  game 
farm  has  been  used  for  grazing  purposes  for  domestic  cattle  for  some  time  with  minimal  impact  to  the  newly 
identified  cultural  properties.  Introduction  of  game  farm  animals  would  have  little  or  no  effect  on  the  cultural 
resources  identified  in  the  project  area  or  on  those  remaining  unidentified  (Ethos  Consultants,  1998). 
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REQUIRED  STIPULATIONS 


The  following  stipulations  are  imposed  by  FWP  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  and  are  designed  to 
mitigate  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

(1)  Report  ingress  of  any  wild  game  animals  or  egress  of  domestic  elk,  deer,  or  othefgame  farm  animals 
to  the  Montana  FWP  immediately.  The  report  must  contain  the  probable  reason  why  or  how 
ingress/egress  occurred. 

(2)  Conduct  a survey  of  the  game  farm  area  every  spnng  prior  to  placing  game  farm  animals  within  the 
360-acre  holding  pasture,  and  every  late  summer  or  eady  fall  prior  to  the  shooting  period  in  the  785- 
acre  shooting  pasture,  to  verify  there  are  no  wild  animals;  no  game  farm  animals  can  be  placed  into 
the  empty  enclosures  each  spring  or  fall  without  authorization  by  FWP. 

(3)  The  licensee  must  immediately  comply  with  any  disease  control,  surveillance,  and/or  testing 
requirements  issued  by  the  state  veterinarian. 

(4)  Monitor  the  game  farm  fence  on  a weekly  basis  and  immediately  after  major  snow  and  rain  events 
to  ensure  fence  integrity  is  maintained. 

(5)  Provide  escort  to  anyone  entering  the  game  farm  enclosure  (e.g.,  gas  pipeline  personnel)  when  game 
farm  animals  are  present. 

The  stipulations  listed  above  are  imposed  to  mitigate  potentially  significant  risk  to  wildlife  posed  by  the 
proposed  game  farm  from  concerns  related  to  diseases,  fence  integrity  from  snow  drifting  and  rainstorm 
erosion,  and  the  lack  of  a game  farm  representative  that  lives  at  the  site.  Risk  to  wildlife  from  contact  between 
game  farm  animals  and  wild  game  is  potentially  significant  due  to  the  site  being  located  in  an  area  currently 
utilized  by  wild  game.  Information  provided  by  the  stipulations  would  also  help  both  the  licensee  and  FWP 
to  address  ingress  and  egress  incidents  and  to  minimize  contact  between  wild  and  domestic  animals.  These 
stipulations,  in  addition  to  fencing  requirements,  are  expected  to  reduce  the  risk  to  wildlife  to  below  significant. 
With  respect  to  Stipulation  No.  2 above,  if  the  licensee  wishes  to  have  year-round  animal  occupation  of  the 
game  farm  site,  separate  approval  must  be  granted  by  FWP  and  DoL  at  the  request  of  the  licensee. 

(6)  The  game  farm  licensee  must  administer  an  antibiotic  to  sheep  and  goats  prior  to  placement  of  the 
animals  in  the  shooting  pasture.  The  prescribed  antibiotic  is  to  be  determined  in  consultation  with  the 
state  veterinarian.  The  animals  must  be  isolated  from  other  game  farm  animals  and  domestic 
livestock  between  administration  of  the  antibiotic  and  movement  to  the  shooting  pasture. 

(7)  Only  one  sheep  and  one  mountain  goat  may  be  present  in  the  game  farm  enclosure  at  a time  during 
the  month  of  November  (breeding  period). 

The  two  stipulations  above  are  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  hybridization  and  disease  (A  Strain 
Pasteurella)  risk  from  game  farm  sheep  and  mountain  goats.  During  the  breeding  period  of  November,  some 
sheep  and  mountain  goats  would  tend  to  have  a strong  desire  to  climb  the  game  farm  fence  (to  escape  the 
dominant  animals).  By  restricting  the  number  of  domestic  sheep  and  mountain  goats  to  one  each  during 
November,  the  potential  risk  of  egress  is  significantly  reduced.  A single  sheep  and/or  goat  could  be  placed 
and  shot  in  the  game  farm  during  November  because  there  would  be  no  competition  among  the  animals. 

(8)  The  shooting  period  at  the  game  farm  will  extend  from  August  15  to  December  1 of  each  year.  Use 
of  rifles  for  the  shooting  operation  can  occur  only  during  the  general  big  game  hunting  season, 
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including  the  antelope  season  (i.e.,  7-week  period  from  the  opening  of  antelope  season  to  the  closing 
of  general  big  game  season).  Shooting  in  the  game  farm  during  the  remaining  designated  period 
above  must  occur  using  only  shotguns  or  archery  equipment.  In  addition,  a guide  must  accompany 
each  shooter  to  assure  that  shooting  does  not  occur  toward  nearby  residences.  All  animals  must  be 
removed  from  the  game  farm  area  by  December  1 of  each  year. 

' / 

This  stipulation  is  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  risk  to  public  health  and  safety  due  to  the 
proximity  of  residences  and  Beaver  Creek  County  Park  to  the  game  farm  site.  The  range  of  a shotgun  or 
archery  equipment  would  significantly  reduce  the  potential  for  affecting  persons  or  property  outside  of  the 
game  farm  enclosure.  Use  of  rifles  only  during  the  regular  hunting  season  will  coincide  with  other  rifle 
shooting  that  would  be  occurring  in  the  general  area.  Removing  game  farm  animals  from  the  enclosure  by 
December  1 would  also  help  to  reduce  potential  snow  drifting  concerns,  and  would  facilitate  the  accounting 
of  all  game  farm  animals  at  least  once  a year.  If  the  licensee  wishes  to  have  year-round  animal  occupation 
of  the  game  farm  site,  separate  approval  must  be  granted  by  FWP  and  DoL  at  the  request  of  the  licensee. 

(9)  File  a weed  management  plan  for  the  game  farm  area  with  the  Hill  County  Conservation  District. 

A weed  management  program  will  mitigate  potential  significant  impacts  from  the  spread  of  weeds  in  the  game 
farm  area  as  native  vegetative  cover  is  reduced  from  grazing  of  game  farm  animals. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  have  been  included  by  the  game  farm  applicants  as  part  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  and  are  repeated  here  as  required  mitigations/stipulations  because  of  their  importance  in  reducing 
potentially  significant  impacts  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

(10)  Construct  a 10-foot  high  game  farm  fence  along  a portion  of  the  southern  fence  line. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  risk  of  ingress/egress  from  the  game  farm  area.  The  10- 
foot  high  fence  along  a portion  of  the  southern  fence  line  (approximately  2,500  feet  in  length)  would  be  placed 
due  to  steep  slopes  along  coulees  and  potential  snow  drifting  that  could  reduce  the  effective  height  of  the 
fence. 

(1 1)  Collect  baseline  water  quality  data  from  surface  and  groundwater  sources  at  the  site. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  risk  of  water  quality  impacts.  The  game  farm  owner  has 
agreed  to  a water  resource  monitoring  program  with  the  County  Sanitarian  to  establish  baseline  conditions 
and  future  quality  determinations.  Specific  details  of  the  monitoring  program  (i.e.,  sample  locations,  frequency, 
and  parameters)  have  not  yet  been  established;  however,  these  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of  the 
game  farm  license. 

RECOMMENDED  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  following  recommended  mitigation  measures  address  minor  impacts  identified  in  the  Diamond  K Ranch 
game  farm  EA  for  resources  that  have  the  most  potential  affects  from  the  Proposed  Action: 

• Use  coated  fence  posts  when  constructing  perimeter  fence. 

• Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  in  the  proposed  game  farm  enclosure  to  minimize  changes  in  soil 
structure,  potential  increases  in  runoff  and  water  erosion  from  disturbed  ground,  and  destruction  of 
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vegetation.  A "reasonable  stocking  rate"  is  defined  as  the  density  of  animals  appropriate  to  maintain 
vegetative  cover  in  pasture  conditions  that  minimizes  soil  erosion  from  major  precipitation  events  and 
snowmelt. 

» Spray  water  on  unpaved  roads  during  the  dry  season  and  limit  ground  disturbance  to  only  the  area 
necessary  to  complete  the  job.  * , 

• Employ  the  following  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  to  reduce  odor  problems  if  they  occur:  (1 ) 
incorporate  waste  into  soil  quickly  by  plowing  or  discing;  (2)  spread  waste  during  cool  weather  or  in 
the  morning  during  warm,  dry  weather;  and  (3)  if  not  incinerated  on-site  as  proposed,  cover  buried 
animal  carcasses  on  the  game  farm  with  a minimum  of  2 feet  of  soil  and  at  a distance  greater  than 
1-mile  from  any  residence;  carcasses  may  also  be  sent  to  a licensed  municipal  landfill  if  approved  by 
the  landfill  operator;  carcasses  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  or  adjacent  to  water  bodies,  roads,  and 
ditches. 

• Utilize  BMPs  where  surface  water  could  enter  Spring  Coulee  or  other  drainages  for  any  areas  that 
may  have  erosion  and  sedimentation  problems.  The  BMPs  may  include  earth  berms,  straw  bale 
dikes,  vegetative  buffer  zones,  and/or  silt  fences.  Dispose  of  excess  fecal  material  in  areas  that  are 
isolated  from  surface  water  and  groundwater. 

• Exclude  ASCS-determined  wetland/riparian  areas  from  the  holding  pasture. 

• Use  cross  fencing  to  obtain  more  uniform  forage  use  and  to  prevent  livestock  from  over  utilizing 
wetlands  in  the  game  farm  area. 

• Provide  supplemental  feed  in  the  proposed  game  farm  area,  as  necessary,  when  optimum  forage 
utilization  has  been  achieved.  Optimum  forage  utilization  should  be  determined  in  conjunction  with 
the  local  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  range  specialist. 

• Feed  only  locally  produced  hay  or  certified  weed-seed-free  hay. 

• Store  hay,  feed,  and  salt  away  from  exterior  fences  or  enclose  in  buildings. 

• Feed  game  farm  animals  at  interior  portions  of  the  enclosure  and  not  along  the  perimeter  fence. 

• If  fence  integrity  or  ingress/egress  becomes  a problem,  adjust  the  fence  as  necessary,  including: 
double  fencing,  electrification,  additional  post  support,  replacing  damaged  posts,  or  increased  fence 
height. 

• During  winters  of  exceptional  snow  cover,  remove  snow  on  either  side  of  the  perimeter  fence  to 
prevent  ingress/egress,  or  keep  game  farm  animals  away  from  fence  areas  where  significant  snow 
buildup  occurs. 

• Limit  noisy  activities  to  daylight  hours  and  complete  construction  as  soon  as  possible  to  reduce  noise 
to  neighbors. 

• Fencing  operations  should  stay  between  the  proposed  fence  line  and  pinflags  set  in  the  field  in  order 
to  mitigate  possible  impacts  to  identified  cultural  resources.  The  fence  might  also  be  rerouted  around 
an  identified  prehistoric  cairn  along  the  southeast  corner  of  the  proposed  enclosure  if  fencing 
operations  are  unable  to  avoid  it  in  the  space  given. 
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ERRATA  SECTION 


This  section  of  the  Final  EA  contains  specific  corrections  to  the  Draft  EA  that  are  presented  as  a result  of 
public  comments  that  were  received  (see  following  section).  The  Final  EA  incorporates  Jhe  Draft  EA  with  the 
following  three  corrections.  In  addition,  the  required  stipulations  and  recommended  mitigation  measures  listed 
in  this  Final  EA  supersede  the  stipulations  and  mitigations  contained  in  the  Draft  EA. 

(1 ) The  checklist  on  page  27  of  the  Draft  EA  for  the  Water  section  is  revised  such  that  item  (k)  on  the 
checklist  is  changed  from  "none"  potential  impact  to  "minor". 


3. 

WATER 

POTENTIAL  IMPACT 

COMMENT 

INDEX 

Would  the  Proposed  Action  result  in: 

UNKNOWN 

NONE 

MINOR 

SIGNIFICANT 

MITIGATED 

a. 

Discharge  into  surface  water  or 
any  alteration  of  surface  water 
quality  including  but  not  limited 
to  temperature,  dissolved 
oxygen  or  turbidity? 

■ 1J 

b. 

Changes  in  drainage  patterns  or 
the  rate  and  amount  of  surface 
runoff? 

x 

Yes 

3(b) 

c. 

Alteration  of  the  course  or 
magnitude  of  flood  water  or 
other  flows? 

X 

d. 

Changes  in  the  amount  of 
surface  water  in  any  water  body 
or  creation  of  a new  water 
body? 

X 

e. 

Exposure  of  people  or  property 
to  water  related  hazards  such 
as  flooding? 

X 

t. 

Changes  in  the  quality  of 
groundwater? 

X 

Yes 

3(f) 

g- 

Changes  in  the  quantity  of 
groundwater? 

X 

h. 

Increase  in  risk  of  contamination 
of  surface  or  groundwater? 

X 

Yes 

3(0 

i.  Violation  of  the  Montana  non- 

degradation statute? 

X 

j- 

Effects  on  any  existing  water 
right  or  reservation? 

X 

k. 

Effects  on  other  water  users  as 
a result  of  any  alteration  in 
surface  or  groundwater  quality? 

X 

3(0 

1. 

Effects  on  other  water  users  as 
a result  of  any  alteration  in 
surface  or  groundwater 
quantity? 

1111 
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(2)  Item  3(f)  in  the  Water  section  on  page  28  of  the  Draft  EA  is  revised  to  reflect  the  minor  potential 
impact  of  springs  and  residential  wells  located  downgradient  of  the  game  farm  site. 

3(f)  Domestic  elk  fecal  matter  and  nutrient-enriched  water  may  have  a minor  effect  on  the  quality 
of  groundwater  and  surface  water  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm,  primarily  during  periods 
of  snowmelt  and  major  precipitation  events.  Several  springs,  private  domestic  wells,  two 
public  water  supply  wells  along  Beaver  Creek,  and  reservoirs  are  located  approximately  V2- 
mile  or  more  from  the  north  side  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site.  Only  very  minor  or  non- 
detectable  changes  in  groundwater  quality  are  expected  to  occur  as  a result  of  the  game 
farm  operation.  Nutrient  levels  in  the  three  on-site  ponds  and  any  downgradient  reservoirs 
may  increase  as  a result  of  the  game  farm  operation.  The  use  of  this  area  as  a cattle 
pasture,  however,  suggests  that  some  nutrient  loading  of  water  resources  may  have  already 
occurred. 

(3)  Information  regarding  the  number  of  nearby  residences  to  the  game  farm  were  not  correct  in  the  Draft 
EA;  therefore,  the  following  sections  are  revised: 

First  paragraph  on  page  9 of  Draft  EA:  On  the  east  side  and  about  0.5  to  1 mile  from  the 
proposed  game  farm  is  Eagle  Rock  Estates,  subdivided  for  residential  use  about  20  years 
ago.  Currently,  there  are  11  residences  in  the  subdivision.  Several  other  residences  are 
located  approximately  1 mile  from  the  game  farm  fence  to  the  north  and  west.  About  2.5 
miles  southwest  of  the  game  farm  is  the  Rocky  Boy  Indian  Reservation,  and  the  lower  portion 
of  Beaver  Creek  County  Park  is  approximately  0.5  mile  northeast  from  the  game  farm.  Since 
the  proposed  game  farm  is  more  than  6 miles  outside  of  Havre,  no  county  zoning  regulations 
would  apply. 

Last  paragraph  on  page  42  of  Draft  EA:  The  Eagle  Rock  Estates  subdivision  is  located  about 
0.5  to  1 mile  east  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  These  1 1 homes  and  at  least  two  others  are 
within  average  maximum  ranges  of  high  powered  big  game  rifles.  These  distances  generally 
are  in  the  range  of  1 .5  to  3 miles;  however,  numerous  variables  must  be  considered  to 
determine  actual  lethal  potential  of  a rifle  bullet  at  distance  (Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks, 
1996;  North  American  Hunting  Club  and  Wildlife  Forever,  1996). 
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SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  FWP  RESPONSES 


Public  comments  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  elk  game  farm  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  were 
accepted  from  August  24  through  September  23, 1998.  A public  meeting  was  held  August  31 , 1998  in  Havre, 
Montana.  Approximately  90  people  attended  the  public  meeting,  26  of  which  presented  formal  comments. 
FWP  also  received  45  letters  during  the  public  comment  period.  All  public  commentors  are  listed  below  with 
substantive  comments  and  questions  summarized,  followed  by  FWP  responses.  Public  comments  are 
considered  substantive  if  they  relate  to  inadequacies  or  inaccuracies  in  the  analysis  or  methodologies  used 
in  the  Draft  EA,  or  identify  new  impacts  or  recommend  reasonable  new  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures; 
or  involve  disagreements  or  interpretations  of  impact  significance.  Comments  which  express  personal 
preferences  or  opinions  on  the  proposal,  rather  than  on  the  evaluation  itself,  are  included  but  are  not 
specifically  addressed.  Comments  received  during  the  public  meeting  are  summarized  and  addressed, 
followed  by  written  comments  contained  in  letters  submitted  to  FWP.  All  public  comments  are  paraphrased 
in  this  EA  and  are  not  meant  to  be  exact  quotes  of  the  commentors.  A transcript  of  the  public  meeting  and 
copies  of  the  public  comment  letters  are  included  in  a separate  Appendix  to  this  document  which  is  available 
for  review  at  FWP  offices  in  Havre,  Glasgow,  and  Helena. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  PRESENTED  AT  THE  PUBLIC  MEETING  WITH 
FWP  RESPONSES  TO  SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS 

Public  Meeting  Comment  1 by  Tim  Herron: 

Safety  concern  for  family,  livestock,  and  other  property  users  due  to  increased  shooting  activity. 

Response  PM-1: 

Safety  from  shooting  activity  is  addressed  by  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA  which  has  been  revised 
to  allow  rifle  shooting  only  during  the  general  big  game  hunting  season,  including  the  antelope 
season.  Shooting  in  the  game  farm  during  the  remaining  designated  shooting  period  of  August  15 
to  December  1 must  occur  using  only  shotguns  or  archery  equipment.  Stipulation  No.  8 also  specifies 
that  a guide  must  accompany  each  shooter  to  assure  that  shooting  does  not  occur  toward  nearby 
residences.  These  requirements  will  greatly  minimize  the  potential  for  safety  problems  that  may  occur 
from  the  shooting  operation  in  the  game  farm  enclosure.  Such  supervised  shooting  may  be  safer 
than  open  hunting  and  shooting  that  currently  occurs  on  and  surrounding  the  proposed  game  farm 
property.  No  shooting  activities  will  occur  at  the  game  farm  from  December  1 to  August  15. 
Stipulation  No.  8 will  provide  an  additional  safety  measure  for  the  proposed  game  farm  shooting 
operation  that  will  reduce  potential  safety  impacts  from  a level  of  significant  to  minor. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  2 by  Tim  Herron: 

Concern  for  spreading  of  diseases  (chronic  wasting  disease,  tuberculosis,  and  brucellosis)  to  livestock  and 
wildlife  in  the  area. 

Response  PM-2: 

All  game  farm  animals  are  required  to  be  tested  for  brucellosis  and  tuberculosis  (TB)  prior  to 
movement,  importation,  and/or  sale  in  Montana.  These  requirements  protect  the  tuberculosis-free 
and  brucellosis-free  status  of  livestock  in  Montana,  and  also  protect  the  health  of  the  public  and 
Montana  wildlife.  All  game  farm  animals  are  required  to  be  inspected  prior  to  movement  or  sale  in 
Montana  and  the  Department  of  Livestock  (DoL)  has  trained  veterinarians  to  perform  inspections  of 
the  animals.  At  the  time  of  inspection,  an  assessment  of  the  health  of  the  animal  is  made,  in  addition 
to  the  documentation  of  identification  and  ownership.  Game  farm  animals  that  are  imported  into 
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Montana  must  meet  all  DoL  test  requirements  which  include  TB  and  brucellosis  testing  and  must  be 
accompanied  by  a health  certificate  which  documents  the  health  status  of  the  animals  being  shipped. 
The  health  status  includes  an  assessment  for  central  nervous  system  symptoms  and  Johnes’ 
disease.  Within  30  days  of  arrival  in  Montana,  each  animal  is  inspected  and  tagged  and  marked  by 
the  Montana  veterinarian  who  has  been  trained  and  acts  in  the  capacity  of  a designated  agent  for 
DoL.  There  are  currently  no  game  farm  animals  on  the  proposed  game  farm.^o  each  animal  must 
meet  DoL  inspection  and  testing  requirements  prior  to  movement  to  the  property. 

Since  the  proposed  game  farm  is  a shooter  pasture,  all  animals  would  be  harvested  or  removed  by 
the  end  of  each  shooting  period  (August  15  to  December  1)  and  the  property  would  be  vacant  the 
remainder  of  each  year  until  April  or  May.  The  accumulation  of  animals  at  the  property  would  be  a 
gradual  accumulation  in  numbers  until  mid-August  when  the  animals  are  released  into  the  larger 
shooting  pasture.  This  gradual  accumulation  of  animals  each  year  and  the  owner’s  present  ability 
to  manage  an  existing  game  farm  and  livestock  operation  with  best  management  practices  (BMPs) 
reduces  the  likelihood  that  wastes  will  accumulate  to  a level  of  concern  from  an  animal  health 
perspective.  The  gradual  accumulation  in  numbers  of  up  to  150  head  does  not  represent  a 
confinement  operation  that  would  drastically  increase  the  potential  for  disease  within  the  herd. 

With  the  confinement  of  170  animals  on  an  estimated  1,145  acres  for  part  of  each  year,  crowding  of 
animals  or  accumulation  of  wastes  that  sometimes  facilitate  disease  transmission  are  not  expected 
to  occur  at  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm.  The  proposed  game  farm  is  in  an  area  populated  by 
low  numbers  of  deer,  elk,  and  pronghorn.  A transmissible  disease  cannot  usually  maintain  itself  in 
the  wild  because  of  the  low  population  density.  Therefore,  risk  of  disease  introduction  from  wildlife 
to  game  farm  animals  is  considered  minimal.  The  game  farm  owner  may  implement  any  additional 
measures  with  the  game  farm  that  he  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  game  farm  animals. 

Game  farm  elk  are  not  more  prone  to  infection  than  other  domestic  livestock.  Implementation  of 
BMPs  that  include  routine  anthelmintic  treatment,  waste  disposal  and  pasture  rotation  will  promote 
animal  health  within  the  herd.  The  presence  of  cattle  in  and  adjacent  to  the  game  farm  enclosure 
should  not  result  in  a known  risk  to  or  from  game  farm  animals  because  Montana  is  considered  a 
brucellosis-  and  tuberculosis-free  state. 

Chronic  wasting  disease  (CWD)  is  classified  as  a transmissible  spongiform  encephalopathy.  The 
research  facility  where  CWD  was  first  diagnosed  in  captive  wildlife,  co-mingled  the  infected  animals 
with  bighorn  sheep,  domestic  cattle,  domestic  goats,  domestic  sheep,  moufflon  sheep,  moose,  and 
antelope.  The  studies  found  none  of  the  animals  other  than  deer  and  elk  contracted  CWD.  The 
infectious  agent  for  CWD  is  suspected  to  be  associated  with  a protein  fragment  called  a prion.  The 
route  of  disease  transmission  at  this  time  is  unknown.  Wyoming  wildlife  researchers  have  initiated 
a practice  of  removing  animals  that  show  clinical  signs  of  the  disease.  This  practice  has  been 
successful  in  preventing  new  cases  of  CWD  for  a period  of  up  to  3 years  (study  is  ongoing). 

CWD  has  not  been  documented  in  Montana  game  farm  animals  or  wildlife.  The  DoL  has  draft  rules 
(published  October  8,  1998)  and  a draft  Official  Order  which  restrict  the  importation  of  wild  and 
domestic  elk  and  deer  from  areas  where  CWD  is  endemic  or  has  been  diagnosed.  Representatives 
of  DoL  have  met  with  other  state  veterinarians,  the  game  farm  industry,  and  other  interested  parties 
to  discuss  additional  measures  to  be  implemented  in  Montana  for  CWD  surveillance.  The  DoL  has 
set  a tentative  date  of  January  1,  1999  to  implement  CWD  surveillance  measures  on  all  Montana 
game  farms.  The  proposed  measures  include  routine  mandatory  surveillance  of  game  farm  animals 
for  CWD.  The  DoL  proposes  to  regulate  all  game  farms  consistently  and  will  impose  quarantines, 
restrict  importation,  and/or  require  additional  disease  testing  of  game  farm  animals  when  warranted. 

Stipulation  No.  3 in  this  Final  EA  requires  the  game  farm  licensee  to  immediately  comply  with  any 
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disease  control,  surveillance,  and/or  testing  requirements  issued  by  the  state  veterinarian.  Due  to 
the  potential  A Strain  Pasteurella  risk  for  game  farm  sheep  and  mountain  goats,  Stipulation  No.  6 in 
this  Final  EA  requires  the  licensee  to  administer  an  antibiotic  (to  be  determined  in  consultation  with 
state  veterinarian)  to  sheep  and  goats  prior  to  placement  of  the  animals  in  the  shooting  pasture. 
These  animals  must  be  isolated  from  other  game  farm  animals  and  domestic  livestock  between 
administration  of  the  antibiotic  and  movement  to  the  shooting  pasture. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  3 by  Tim  Herron: 

Game  farm  would  drastically  change  the  local  rural  environment  when  the  game  farm  has  harvesters. 

Response  PM-3: 

Impacts  to  rural  lifestyles  in  the  game  farm  area  were  described  on  pages  44-45  the  Draft  EA  under 
the  “Community  Impact”  section. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  4 by  Tim  Herron: 

There  is  no  mention  of  a lodge  that  the  game  farm  owner  has  stated  he  intends  to  build  to  house  the  game 
farm  shooters;  therefore,  hotels,  motels  and  restaurants  would  not  profit  from  the  game  farm. 

Response  PM-4: 

The  game  farm  applicants  did  not  include  in  the  application  a proposal  to  build  a lodge;  therefore, 
impacts  for  such  an  improvement  were  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  EA.  Such  a lodge  would  reduce 
the  economic  benefits  to  local  hotels,  motels,  and  restaurants;  however,  such  an  impact  cannot  be 
quantified  until  a definite  proposal  to  build  a lodge  is  specified.  At  such  a time,  FWP  will  review  the 
proposal  to  determine  if  additional  analysis  is  warranted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  5 by  Tim  Herron: 

There  are  no  data  in  the  Draft  EA  to  indicate  how  important  this  area  is  to  wintering  deer,  other  than  the 
statement  that  the  lack  of  southern  exposure  suggests  that  this  would  not  be  critical  winter  range  for  deer 
during  severe  winters. 

Response  PM-5: 

As  stated  on  page  33  of  the  Draft  EA,  there  are  no  site-specific  data  regarding  the  importance  of  this 
area  to  wintering  deer.  Based  on  our  knowledge  of  the  area  and  discussions  with  nearby  residents, 
it  appears  that  the  general  project  area  is  used  as  deer  winter  habitat  during  normal  or  mild  winters. 
Due  to  the  lack  of  southern  exposures,  the  area  probably  is  not  critical  deer  winter  range  during 
severe  winters  when  the  snow  depth  is  considerable.  During  these  extreme  winter  periods,  the  deer 
likely  move  to  other  more  favorable  locations. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  6 by  Tim  Herron: 

What  will  the  game  farm  do  to  the  value  of  grazing  or  residential  property  that  adjoin  the  game  farm? 

Response  PM-6: 

It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  effects  of  a game  farm  on  adjacent  property  values  because  such  a project 
may  be  desirable  or  indifferent  to  some  nearby  property  owners  (e.g.,  enjoyment  of  viewing  elk  and 
other  big  game  animals);  whereas,  others  may  see  it  as  undesirable.  It  is  beyond  the  authority  of 
FWP  to  deny  a game  farm  license  based  solely  on  socioeconomic  issues. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  7 by  Jim  Buell: 

Since  the  game  farm  will  be  occupied  only  3 months  of  the  year  (shooting  operation),  some  of  the  concerns 
are  short-term;  there  are  other  hunters  in  the  area,  so  shooting  is  not  new. 

Response  PM-7: 
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Comments  noted. 


Public  Meeting  Comment  8 by  Ed  Thompson: 

The  game  farm  owner  (Kim  Kafka)  is  competent  and  well  qualified  with  respect  to  operating  a safe  game  farm. 
There  won't  be  vehicles  in  the  shooting  area;  therefore,  the  hunting  ethics  issue  would  be  less  of  a problem. 

Response  PM-8: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  9 by  Rich  Herminghaus: 

Eastern  Montana  representative  for  the  Montana  Wildlife  Federation.  The  game  farm  could  disrupt  the 
relationship  between  sportsmen  and  the  majority  of  nonhunting  people  who  acknowledge  fair  chase  hunting 
as  an  acceptable  part  of  Montana's  culture. 

Response  PM-9: 

Comment  noted.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EA  to  evaluate  potential  changes  in  relationships  that 
may  exist  or  will  occur  between  hunters  and  nonhunters  with  respect  to  game  farms.  The  Montana 
legislature  has  approved  game  farms  as  a regulated  activity.  The  issue  of  fair  chase  for  hunting 
wildlife  is  important  to  many  people  in  Montana;  however,  game  farms  are  regulated  by  FWP  separate 
from  hunting  activities.  The  owners  of  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  acknowledge  that  this  is  not 
a hunting  activity,  but  is  a shooting  operation  for  domestic  animals.  It  is  possible  that  a negative 
image  has  or  will  develop  with  some  of  the  non-hunting  community  with  respect  to  game  farms; 
however,  FWP  has  no  authority  to  regulate  game  farms  based  solely  on  public  sentiment. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  10  by  Rich  Herminghaus: 

Concern  over  chronic  wasting  disease  due  to  escapement  of  captive  elk. 

Response  PM-10: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  regarding  diseases,  including  CWD.  With 
respect  to  escapement  or  egress  of  game  farm  animals,  the  fence  would  be  constructed  according 
to  FWP  requirements  in  ARM  12.6.1503A  and  proposed  changes  to  these  rules.  The  proposed 
fencing  type  and  construction  are  described  on  page  5 of  the  Draft  EA,  and  include  increased  height 
along  a 10-foot-high  portion  of  the  southern  fence  line  to  mitigate  steep  slopes  and  possible  snow 
drifting  in  this  area  (see  Stipulation  No.  10  in  this  Final  EA).  In  addition,  several  mitigation  measures 
are  recommended  in  this  Final  EA  that  address  fence  monitoring  and  maintenance. 

The  area  in  which  the  game  farm  would  be  located  is  not  major  wildlife  habitat  nor  is  it  a major 
migration  route  for  wildlife.  Therefore,  the  potential  for  contact  between  game  farm  animals  and 
wildlife  is  minor.  The  proposed  game  farm  is  not  a breeding  operation  and  so  it  would  not  have  any 
cows  in  estrus  which  might  attract  wild  bull  elk. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  11  by  Rich  Herminghaus: 

Potential  contamination  of  well  water  with  concentrated  elk  and  other  game  farm  species  in  the  holding  and 
shooting  pens. 

Response  PM-11: 

The  game  farm  owner  has  agreed  to  conduct  a water  monitoring  program  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game 
farm  with  the  county  sanitarian  to  establish  baseline  and  future  water  quality  conditions  (see 
Stipulation  No.  11  in  this  Final  EA).  The  details  of  this  monitoring  program  (i.e.,  monitoring  locations, 
frequency,  and  parameters)  have  not  yet  been  established;  but  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance 
of  the  game  farm  license. 
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Potential  impacts  to  water  resources,  including  groundwater,  are  described  on  pages  27-29  of  the 
Draft  EA;  "Domestic  elk  fecal  matter  and  nutrient-enriched  water  may  have  a minor  effect  on  the 
quality  of  groundwater  and  surface  water  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm,  primarily  during  periods  of 
snowmelt  and  major  precipitation  events".  The  primary  reasons  for  designating  this  as  a minor 
potential  impact  is  that  the  proposed  stocking  rate  in  the  game  farm  should  be  similar  to  the  existing 
use  of  this  area  as  cattle  pasture.  Surface  water  runoff  from  this  site  is  minimal  and  for  short 
durations.  As  stated  on  page  27  of  the  Draft  EA,  a high  precipitation  event  during  mid-summer  1998 
(i.e.,  approximately  6-8  inches  of  rain  in  two  days)  did  not  show  evidence  of  significant  runoff  or 
erosion  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  site.  Use  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  such  as 
earth  berms,  straw  bale  dikes,  vegetative  buffer  zones,  and/or  silt  fences  would  help  control  possible 
runoff  from  the  site  (see  Recommended  Mitigation  Measures  section  in  this  Final  EA). 

Any  nutrient-enriched  water  that  may  enter  the  local  groundwater  system  is  expected  to  be  at 
sufficiently  low  concentrations  to  not  be  of  concern  to  human  health  because  of  natural  attenuation 
in  the  soil  and  subsurface,  and  due  to  the  lack  of  a year-round  presence  of  game  farm  animals.  The 
change  from  cattle  grazing  to  elk  grazing  should  not  cause  a significant  change  in  the  amount  of  fecal 
matter  that  occurs  on  the  surface  of  the  game  farm  site.  Wells,  springs,  and  reservoirs  located 
downgradient  of  the  proposed  game  farm  should  not  be  subjected  to  significant  adverse  effects  from 
the  game  farm  operation  that  exceed  current  baseline  conditions. 

A concentrated  animal  feeding  operation  (CAFO)  permit  is  described  on  page  28  of  the  Draft  EA;  the 
Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ)  has  indicated  that  this  permit  would  not  be 
required  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm.  If  any  water  quality  problems  occurred  or  were 
suspected  as  a result  of  the  game  farm  operation,  the  Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(DEQ)  could  require  that  the  game  farm  owner(s)  investigate  and/or  correct  the  problem. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  12  by  Rich  Herminghaus: 

Negative  impacts  of  recreationists  at  lower  Beaver  Creek  Reservoir  that  can  see  certain  parts  of  the  qame 
farm. 

Response  PM-12: 

Visual  impacts  of  the  game  farm  are  not  expected  to  be  a major  problem  with  recreationists  at  lower 
Beaver  Creek  Reservoir.  People  may  see  some  of  the  elk  from  the  Reservoir  with  a range  of  effects; 
it  is  likely  that  some  people  would  like  to  view  the  elk,  while  others  would  be  adversely  affected  or  be 
indifferent. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  13  by  Jack  Schubarth: 

Several  comments  supporting  the  game  farm  and  general  management  of  these  projects  and  monitoring  for 
diseases,  including:  game  farm  industry  does  support  CWD  evaluation  and  DNA  testing;  Montana  has  best 
regulatory  animal  identification  herd  monitoring  system;  game  farms  harvest  alternative  livestock;  shooting 
operations  are  not  hunting;  and  shooting  is  a humane  death. 

Response  PM-13: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  14  by  Bob  Spoklie: 

Several  comments  supporting  the  game  farm  and  game  farm  industry,  including:  game  farm  animals  are 
private  not  public  property;  good  revenue  for  small  ranches;  disease  issue  is  well  regulated;  elk  are  cleaner 
than  cattle;  safety  and  clean  water  are  legitimate  concerns;  canned  hunts  are  OK;  and  good  for  Havre  area 
and  Montana. 

Response  PM-14: 


DIAMOND  K RANCH  GAME  FARM  FINAL  EA 


PAGE  17 


9 


Comments  noted. 


Public  Meeting  Comment  15  by  Tom  Buell: 

Supports  game  farm  because  it  would  better  the  community,  and  is  well  regulated. 

Response  PM-15:  , ^ 

Comment  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  16  by  Greg  Duwer: 

Game  farms  cost  sportsmen  a lot  of  money;  game  farms  are  subsidized  by  those  who  buy  hunting  licenses. 

Response  PM-16: 

The  Montana  legislature  establishes  fees  and  budgets  for  the  FWP  game  farm  program. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  17  by  Don  Meyers: 

Skeptical  of  game  farm.  Concern  for  ingress  and  egress.  How  can  you  guarantee  a stray  bullet  hitting  its 
target?  Concern  for  diseases.  How  to  protect  livestock  if  a game  farm  animal  escapes? 

Response  PM-17: 

Game  farm  fences  must  be  constructed  according  to  Montana  regulations  that  specify  the  fences 
must  be  game-proof,  preventing  the  escape  of  game  farm  animals  and  the  entry  of  wild  game  capable 
of  interbreeding  with  or  contracting  diseases  or  parasites  from  the  game  farm  animals.  Refer  to 
Response  PM-10  above  for  information  on  the  proposed  fencing;  Response  PM-2  above  for  disease 
and  livestock  information;  and  Response  PM-1  above  for  shooting  safety  (also  see  Stipulation  No. 
8 in  this  Final  EA). 

Public  Meeting  Comment  18  by  Chuck  Nottingham: 

More  shots  have  been  fired  on  the  game  farm  area  in  the  past  than  will  ever  be  in  the  future.  Supervised 
shotgun  shooting  on  the  game  farm  would  be  very  safe.  Game  farm  owner  is  committed  to  the  community. 

Response  PM-1 8: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  19  by  Wally  Duchscher: 

Game  farm  industry  is  heavily  regulated.  Good  for  economy. 

Response  PM-1 9: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  20  by  Greg  Hester: 

Does  not  agree  that  all  impacts  of  the  proposed  game  farm  have  been  accurately  identified.  Some  of  the 
recommended  mitigation  measures  should  be  required.  Changes  in  quality  of  groundwater  and  potential 
effects  on  other  water  users  should  be  a major  potential  impacts,  not  minor  (items  3f  and  3k  in  checklist  on 
page  27  of  Draft  EA). 

Response  PM-20: 

Required  stipulations/mitigations  and  recommended  mitigation  measures  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch 
game  farm  are  listed  in  this  Final  EA.  The  required  stipulations/mitigations  are  designed  to  mitigate 
significant  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  to  below  the  level  of  significance.  The  recommended  mitigation 
measures  address  minor  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  and  are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  game  farm 
owners.  FWP  does  not  have  the  authority  to  require  stipulations  for  potential  impacts  that  are  not 
deemed  significant;  only  recommended  mitigation  measures  can  be  specified.  If  future  operation  of 
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the  game  farm  results  in  any  previously  identified  minor  impacts  becoming  significant,  then  additional 
required  stipulation(s)  could  be  imposed  by  FWP,  DoL,  or  another  agency. 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  information  regarding  water  resources  and  the  rationale 
for  establishing  selected  impacts  as  minor,  rather  than  significant.  A portion  of  the  Water  section  from 
the  Draft  EA  (pages  27-29)  is  revised  in  this  Final  EA  (see  Errata  section)  tojqflect  that  item  3k  - 
effects  on  other  water  users  as  a result  of  any  alteration  in  surface  water  or  groundwater  quality  - is 
changed  to  a "minor"  potential  impact  from  "none". 

Public  Meeting  Comment  21  by  Greg  Hester: 

Bighorn  sheep  deserve  consideration  as  a rare  species  (item  5f  in  checklist  on  page  33  of  Draft  EA).  Public 
use  of  Beaver  Creek  Park  would  decline  due  to  nsk  from  stray  bullets  (page  40  of  Draft  EA).  Diseases  should 
be  considered  a risk  (item  8a  in  checklist  on  page  42  of  Draft  EA).  An  EIS  should  be  considered. 

Response  PM-21: 

Bighorn  sheep  could  be  considered  by  the  general  public  as  "rare"  in  the  Bear  Paw  Mountains  region; 
however,  for  a statewide  perspective,  bighorn  sheep  are  a big  game  species  with  an  open  hunting 
by  permit  season.  Bighorn  sheep  have  no  federal  or  state  listing  with  respect  to  threatened, 
endangered,  or  special  status  species. 

It  is  unknown  whether  public  use  in  Beaver  Creek  Park  would  decline  due  to  the  proposed  shooting 
operation  at  Diamond  K.  At  least  some  of  the  land  adjoining  the  Beaver  Creek  Park  is  used  by 
hunters  in  the  fall;  therefore,  shooting  is  not  a new  concept  in  the  area.  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final 
EA  addresses  the  shooting  issue  and  would  result  in  significantly  safer  conditions  because  rifles 
would  be  allowed  only  during  the  general  big  game  hunting  season. 

Item  8a  in  the  checklist  on  page  42  of  the  Draft  EA  addresses  hazardous  substances;  diseases  are 
addressed  in  the  middle  section  of  the  EA  (see  8c  on  page  42,  and  5h  on  page  33  of  Draft  EA). 

As  stated  on  page  62  of  the  Draft  EA,  an  EA  was  prepared  instead  of  an  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  proposal  because  (1)  all  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action  have  been  accurately  defined  in  the  EA;  and  (2)  all  identified  significant  impacts 
would  be  mitigated  to  minor  or  none.  FWP  believes  that  the  combined  Draft  and  Final  EAs  for  the 
Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  still  meet  the  two  criteria  listed  above  for  not  preparing  an  EIS. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  22  by  Dick  King: 

Supports  game  farm  proposal.  How  many  commercial  game  farms  exist  in  Montana?  The  game  farm  project 
is  an  attempt  to  add  value  to  the  proposed  game  farm  area. 

Response  PM-22: 

Comments  noted.  There  are  approximately  93  commercial  game  farms  in  Montana. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  23  by  Neil  Wikken: 

Game  farm  animals  cannot  be  considered  trophy  animals.  Concern  for  public  safety  from  rifle  bullets. 

Response  PM-23: 

Comment  noted  regarding  trophy  animals.  Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information 
regarding  public  safety  and  shooting. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  24  by  Neil  Wikken: 

Game  farms  are  an  increased  cost  to  FWP;  FWP  activities  would  need  to  be  re-prioritized  or  fees  will  need 
to  be  increased. 
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Response  PM-24: 

Increased  time  and  expenses  by  FWP  with  respect  to  the  game  farm  are  addressed  in  item  10(a)  on 
page  47  of  the  Draft  EA;  it  is  not  expected  that  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  would  result  in, 
increased  fees  assessed  by  FWP. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  25  by  Neil  Wikken:  , ^ 

Disease  and  apparent  isolation  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  EA.  There  are  elk  in  other  surrounding 
areas;  egress  of  game  farm  elk  could  contaminate  more  than  one  wild  herd. 

Response  PM-25: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  regarding  disease  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  game  farm.  As  stated  in  the  Draft  EA  (page  34),  a few  elk  may  pass  through  the  game  farm 
area  on  occasion,  although  there  are  no  resident  elk  herds  near  the  project  site.  The  primary  elk 
herds  are  in  the  Bear  Paw  Mountains  and  Missouri  River  breaks  approximately  20  miles  south  of  the 
proposed  game  farm.  Some  elk  reportedly  pass  through  this  area  between  the  Rocky  Boy's 
Reservation  and  Beaver  Creek  County  Park.  Other  elk  herds  occur  farther  from  the  game  farm  site, 
some  of  which  may  also  occasionally  pass  through  the  area. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  26  by  Roy  Gerhart: 

Numerous  hunters  use  his  ranch  land  without  any  safety  problems.  Other  general  comments  in  favor  of  game 
farm  approval. 

Response  PM-26: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  27  by  Bill  Brown: 

Several  comments  supporting  the  game  farm  and  game  farm  industry,  including:  sportsman  hunt  and  shoot 
on  ranches;  guided  shooting  on  game  farm  is  safer;  higher  disease  percentage  being  spread  by  wild  animals 
than  by  domestic  elk;  and  need  economic  gain  and  diversity. 

Response  PM-27: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  28  by  Howie  Stromberg: 

Several  comments  supporting  the  game  farm  project,  including:  game  farm  has  private  animals;  owners  will 
build  good  fences  because  animals  are  very  expensive;  and  wild  animals  getting  in  is  more  of  a concern. 

Response  PM-28: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  29  by  Jim  Lechy's  wife: 

Several  comments  supporting  the  game  farm  project,  including:  owners  have  knowledge  and  compassion  for 
animals;  Havre  needs  the  money  and  jobs;  owners  are  capable  of  handling  any  risks. 

Response  PM-29: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  30  by  Jody  Peters: 

EA  concludes  that  the  cumulative  minor  impacts  create  a significant  impact,  which  would  necessitate  an  EIS. 
Two  of  the  required  stipulations/mitigations  are  unenforceable  without  FWP  personnel  present;  therefore,  they 
cannot  be  used  to  mitigate  an  impact.  Recommend  that  mitigations  be  required  and  not  just  recommended. 
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Response  PM-30: 

Cumulative  effects  are  defined  on  page  21  of  the  Draft  EA.  Cumulative  effects  predicted  for  the 
Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  project  are  described  on  pages  12  and  54  of  the  Draft  EA.  These 
include  over-utilization  of  vegetation  due  to  grazing  by  game  farm  animals  and  livestock,  and  loss  of 
deer  habitat  in  conjunction  with  the  nearby  subdivision.  These  potential  impacts  are  described  as 
“individually  minor,  but  cumulatively  considerable”  (the  term  “significant”  is  not  us§d);  the  loss  of  deer 
habitat  is  described  as  a “minor  cumulative  loss”.  Since  supplemental  feed  will  be  provided  to  the 
game  farm  animals,  and  the  animals  will  be  present  on  the  game  farm  site  for  only  7 or  8 months  of 
each  year,  it  is  expected  that  the  cumulative  vegetative  loss  will  not  be  significant.  Stipulation  No.  9 
in  this  Final  EA  addresses  weed  management  which  will  also  help  reduce  vegetation  impacts. 

All  required  stipulations/mitigations  have  some  potential  for  abuse  by  the  game  farm  owners  when 
FWP  personnel  are  not  present.  FWP  and  DoL  personnel  will  periodically  conduct  site  inspections 
to  verify  proper  operation  and  monitoring  of  the  game  farm,  and  to  check  the  required  stipulations  and 
mitigations.  Therefore,  such  a system  does  not  necessitate  the  preparation  of  an  EIS  for  the 
proposed  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm. 

FWP  does  not  have  the  authority  to  require  stipulations  for  potential  impacts  that  are  not  deemed 
significant;  only  recommended  mitigation  measures  can  be  specified.  If  future  operation  of  the  game 
farm  results  in  any  previously  identified  minor  impacts  becoming  significant,  then  additional  required 
stipulation(s)  could  be  imposed  by  FWP  or  another  agency. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  31  by  Jody  Peters: 

A bond  should  be  required  to  negate  costs  incurred.  Who  harvests  any  wild  animals  that  may  get  into  the 
game  farm  enclosure,  and  who  pays  for  the  loss  of  a public  resource? 

Response  PM-31: 

FWP  does  not  have  the  authority  to  require  bonds  from  game  farm  operators.  Any  wild  animals  that 
get  into  the  game  farm  likely  would  be  shot  by  FWP  personnel;  however,  permission  could  be  granted 
to  the  game  farm  owner/operator  by  permit  only.  Currently,  there  is  no  method  by  which  FWP  can 
recover  costs  for  this  loss  of  a public  resource.  The  game  farm  fence  is  designed  to  prevent  ingress; 
however,  if  such  incidences  occur,  it  would  be  expected  to  be  rare. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  32  by  Jody  Peters: 

EA  does  not  adequately  address  potential  water  quality  impacts;  a MPDES  permit  should  be  required;  who 
will  monitor  the  site  for  potential  water  quality  impacts;  will  there  be  penalties;  and  who  will  pay  for  corrections? 

Response  PM-32: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  additional  information  regarding  potential  water  resource 
impacts  from  the  proposed  game  farm.  A concentrated  animal  feeding  operation  (CAFO)  permit  is 
described  on  page  28  of  the  Draft  EA;  this  permit,  if  required  due  to  significant  loss  in  vegetative 
cover,  has  a MPDES  permit  included  as  part  of  the  overall  CAFO  permit.  The  DEQ,  however,  has 
indicated  that  a CAFO  permit  would  not  be  required  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm.  As  stated 
in  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA,  the  game  farm  owner  would  participate  with  the  County 
Sanitarian  in  a water  quality  monitoring  program  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  to  determine  baseline 
and  future  water  quality  conditions.  Water  quality  violations  can  be  assessed  by  the  Montana  DEQ, 
and  it  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  game  farm  owner(s)  to  correct  any  problems. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  33  by  Leo  Fabre: 

General  comments  about  private  land  owner  rights. 

Response  PM-33: 
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Comments  noted. 


Public  Meeting  Comment  34  by  Loren  Jenkins: 

General  comments  supporting  game  farm  project,  including:  150  elk  on  1200  acres  is  not  a feedlot;  the  elk 
are  domesticated  and  bred  like  cows;  and  shooting  with  guides  should  be  safe. 

/ / 

Response  PM-34: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  35  by  Max  Maddox: 

General  comments  supporting  game  farm  project,  including:  elk  are  highly  regulated;  ranchers  are  good  to 
the  land;  enjoy  seeing  game  farm  animals;  and  project  will  provide  jobs. 

Response  PM-35: 

Comments  noted. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  36  by  Debbie  Jepson: 

There  are  a total  of  16  landowners  in  the  vicinity  of  game  farm;  13  of  these  are  residences;  10  residences  are 
close  to  one  another.  Is  the  Vi  mile  buffer  zone  permanent?  Concern  for  water  and  property  values. 

Response  PM-36: 

Corrections  have  been  made  in  the  Final  EA  regarding  the  number  of  residences  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  (see  Errata  section  of  this  Final  EA).  The  %-mile  zone  of  property 
owned  by  the  game  farm  operator  between  the  proposed  game  farm  enclosure  and  surrounding 
property  owned  by  others  could  become  a game  farm  expansion  area;  however,  this  was  not  included 
by  the  applicant  as  part  of  game  farm  proposal.  Such  a proposal  would  require  a new  application  to 
FWP  and  DoL,  followed  by  an  EA  or  EIS  to  evaluate  the  expansion  area.  Please  refer  to  Response 
PM-1 1 above  for  information  regarding  water  issues;  and  refer  to  Response  PM-6  above  for  a 
discussion  of  property  values  associated  with  the  proposed  game  farm. 

Public  Meeting  Comment  37  by  Brad  Lencioni: 

Shooting  penned  elk  is  not  ethical;  but,  a person  should  be  allowed  to  operate  a game  farm  to  help  make  a 
living;  it  would  help  the  community  and  businesses  in  the  area. 

Response  PM-37: 

Comments  noted. 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS  SUBMITTED  IN  WRITTEN  LETTERS  WITH 
FWP  RESPONSES  TO  SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS 


Letter  Comment  1 by  Ernest  & Lauretta  Vinberg:  '' 

Eagle  Rock  Estates  subdivision  has  been  in  existence  for  20  years,  not  10  years  as  stated  in  Draft  EA.  There 
are  11  families  residing  in  subdivision,  not  6 as  stated  in  the  Draft  EA. 

Concern  for  contamination  from  game  farm  to  springs  used  for  household  purposes  and  for  horse  watering. 
Public  safety  concern  from  stray  rifle  bullets.  Against  killing  wild  game  if  they  get  into  game  farm  enclosure. 

Response  L-1 : 

Information  about  the  number  of  residents  that  live  in  the  Eagle  Rock  Estates  is  corrected  in  this  Final 
EA  (see  Errata  section). 

Refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  additional  information  regarding  water  resources.  Refer  to 
Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  shooting  safety,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this 
Final  EA.  It  is  FWP  policy  that  any  ingress  of  a wild  animal,  namely  deer  and  elk,  be  killed  to  prevent 
the  spread  of  diseases  that  may  be  in  the  game  farm  animals;  additionally,  it  is  easier  and  more  cost- 
effective  to  shoot  an  ingress  animal  that  to  live-capture  and  move  it  back  outside  the  enclosure.  Any 
wild  deer  or  elk  that  is  shot  inside  a game  farm  typically  is  donated  by  FWP  to  the  local  food  bank. 
Predators  that  may  enter  a game  farm  often  can  be  live-captured  and  removed  from  the  enclosure. 

Letter  Comment  2 by  Ann  Manual: 

Concern  for  safety  from  stray  rifle  bullets.  What  is  range  of  high-powered  rifle?  The  game  farm  is  bordered 
almost  entirely  by  private  and  residential  property.  A county  public  fishing  lake  is  near  the  proposed  game 
farm. 

Response  L-2: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  shooting  safety,  including  Stipulation 
No.  8 in  this  Final  EA  that  limits  rifle  shooting  to  the  general  big  game  hunting  season.  Figure  1 in  the 
Draft  EA  shows  land  ownership  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  This  figure  also  shows  the 
location  of  Lower  Lake  to  the  north  of  the  proposed  game  farm. 

Letter  Comment  3 by  Shawn  & Heidi  Nystrom: 

Concern  for  disease  between  elk  and  cattle.  Who  will  cover  costs  if  disease  spreads  to  cattle.  Potential  for 
decrease  in  land  value  adjacent  to  game  farm.  General  safety  concern. 

Response  L-3: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  regarding  potential  disease  issues  between  game 
farm  animals,  wildlife,  and  cattle.  If  a disease  were  to  spread  from  game  farm  animals  to  cattle,  it 
would  likely  be  the  responsibility  of  the  game  farm  licensee  to  compensate  for  any  losses.  Refer  to 
Response  PM-6  above  for  a response  to  the  land  value  question.  Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1 
above  for  information  about  safety  issues,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA. 

Letter  Comment  4 by  Allen  & Francy  Beardsley  (1st  of  2 letters): 

Safety  concern  for  residents  and  cars  near  the  game  farm  from  rifle  bullets.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  game 
farm  on  native  wildlife  populations.  Potential  impacts  to  their  water  supply  spring  and  a large  spring-fed 
reservoir.  Effect  of  game  farm  on  land  values  in  the  area. 

Response  L-4: 
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Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  The  game-proof  fence  is 
intended  to  prevent  ingress  and  egress;  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  game  farm  are  described 
on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  information  on  potential  impacts 
to  water  resources  from  the  game  farm,  including  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA  that  describes 
a water  monitoring  program.  The  issue  about  potential  affects  of  the  game  fgrpi  on  land  values  Is 
described  in  Response  PM-6  above. 

Letter  Comment  5 by  Jonathan  Erdmann: 

Elk  ranching  poses  serious  threats  to  wild,  free-ranging  elk,  habitat,  and  hunting  heritage  (including  disease, 
hybridization,  loss  of  habitat,  creation  of  commercial  markets  for  vulnerable  wildlife,  privatization  of  wildlife, 
poor  portrayal  of  hunting,  and  potential  to  undermine  our  current  system  of  wildlife  management).  Game 
farms  cater  to  the  affluent  and  influential. 

Response  L-5: 

Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  proposed  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  are  described  on  pages 
33-38  of  the  Draft  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  additional  information  about  disease  issues 
associated  with  the  game  farm.  Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  the  ethics  of 
shooting  game  farm  animals.  FWP  has  no  authority  to  regulate  or  judge  the  cost  to  clients  for  game 
farm  shootings. 

Letter  Comment  6 by  Cathy  & James  Leahy: 

In  favor  of  game  farm  because  game  farm  owners  have  good  knowledge  and  care  for  animals,  the  project  will 
bring  money  and  jobs  to  the  Havre  area,  and  the  game  farm  owners  can  properly  handle  the  risks. 

Response  L-6: 

Comments  noted. 

Letter  Comment  7 by  Debbie  Jeppesen: 

Safety  concern  for  residents  of  Eagle  Rock  Estates  from  rifle  bullets.  Who  will  pay  for  a horse  or  cow  that  is 
killed  or  injured  as  a result  of  the  game  farm?  Does  not  understand  purpose  of  shooting  pasture  - why  not 
shoot  animals  in  the  holding  pasture?  What  will  control  the  growth  of  this  operation?  What  is  significance  of 
tepee  nngs  in  the  game  farm  area? 

Response  L-7: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulations  No.  8 and  9 in  this  Final  EA.  If  a horse  or  cow 
were  killed  or  injured  as  a result  of  the  game  farm,  it  likely  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  game 
farm  owner(s)  to  compensate  for  any  losses.  The  shooting  pasture  is  included  in  the  proposed  game 
farm  project  to  allow  more  acreage  for  the  shooting  operation  to  occur.  Any  expansions  proposed 
to  the  game  farm  would  have  to  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  FWP  and  DoL;  an  EA  or  EIS  would  be 
prepared  to  review  the  proposed  expansion. 

A Class  II  cultural  resources  inventory  was  conducted  on  the  proposed  game  farm  area  by  a 
contractor  to  FWP  (Ethos  Consultants,  Inc.  1998).  This  inventory  identified  several  cultural  resources 
in  the  game  farm  area;  however,  the  introduction  of  game  farm  animals  and  construction  of  the  fence 
are  expected  to  have  little  or  no  effect  on  these  resources.  The  cultural  resources  report  is  available 
for  review  upon  request  from  FWP. 

Letter  Comment  8 by  Dick  King  (Bear  Paw  Development  Corp.) 

In  favor  of  game  farm  because  of  economic  benefit  to  Havre  and  surrounding  area;  there  will  be  a multiplier 
effect  on  job  creation;  economy  of  Havre  is  growing  slower  than  state  and  national  averages. 
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Response  L-8: 

Comments  noted. 

Letter  Comment  9 by  Tim  and  Lori  Herron  (1st  of  2 letters): 

Safety  concern  for  family,  livestock,  and  other  property  users  (hunters,  hikers,  recreationists,  natural  gas 
employees).  Potential  for  disease  from  game  farm  animals  spreading  to  wildlife  and  cattle.  Concern  for 
possible  impacts  from  runoff  water  to  nearby  reservoir  and  two  springs.  Game  farm  shooters  would  change 
rural  environment  in  the  fall.  No  mention  in  Draft  EA  of  a lodge  to  house  the  shooters.  Potential  affect  on  deer 
winter  range.  Impact  on  adjacent  property  values. 

Response  L-9: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2 
above  for  additional  information  about  disease  issues  associated  with  the  game  farm.  Refer  to 
Response  PM-1 1 above  for  information  on  potential  impacts  to  water  resources  from  the  game  farm, 
including  Stipulation  No.  11  in  this  Final  EA  that  describes  a water  monitoring  program.  A potential 
lodge  at  the  game  farm  site  to  house  shooters  is  addressed  in  Response  PM-4  above.  The  issue 
about  potential  affects  of  the  game  farm  on  land  values  Is  described  in  Response  PM-6  above. 

Letter  Comment  10  by  Hill  County  (1st  of  2 letters): 

Safety  concern  for  people  living  and  recreating  in  the  area  from  rifle  bullets.  Peace  and  tranquility  of  residents 
in  the  area  could  be  replaced  by  stress  and  anxiety.  Concern  for  disease  transmission  to  cattle  and  wildlife. 
Potential  for  contaminating  water  sources  in  the  area;  would  like  to  see  initiation  of  a water  monitoring  program 
(baseline  and  operational). 

Response  L-10: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2 
above  for  additional  information  about  disease  issues  associated  with  the  game  farm.  Refer  to 
Response  PM-1 1 above  for  information  on  potential  impacts  to  water  resources  from  the  game  farm, 
including  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA  that  describes  a water  monitoring  program.  The  Draft  EA 
(page  45)  addressed  potential  impacts  on  the  feelings  of  nearby  residents;  it  is  possible  that  stress 
and/or  anxiety  could  be  experienced  by  nearby  residents  with  respect  to  the  game  farm  operation. 

Letter  Comment  11  by  Stan  Frasier  (MT  Wildlife  Federation;  1st  of  2 letters): 

Concern  about  why  this  project  did  not  require  an  EIS,  rather  than  an  EA. 

Response  L-11: 

Refer  to  Responses  PM-21  and  PM-30  above  for  rationale  used  in  selecting  an  EA  format  for  the 
Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  proposal,  rather  than  an  EIS. 

Letter  Comment  12  by  Burt  Corcoran  (Chippewa  Cree  Tribe  of  the  Rocky  Boy's  Reservation): 

Potential  for  disease  transmission  between  game  farm  animals  and  reservation  big  game  species.  Removing 
all  game  farm  animals  by  December  31  of  each  year  may  not  be  early  enough  due  to  possible  early  snow 
drifting.  Potential  for  exotic  weed  invasion  from  overgrazing.  Game  farm  fence  would  create  impacts  to 
migrating  elk  and  deer;  barrier  between  Reservation  and  Beaver  Creek  County  Park.  This  type  of  shooting 
operation  would  not  be  a ” fair  chase"  ethic. 

Concern  about  archeological  sites  within  or  near  game  farm.  Request  that  an  EIS  be  completed  to  address 
the  significant  issues.  Many  of  the  recommended  mitigation  measures  should  be  required  stipulations.  Game 
farm  fence  should  be  checked  on  a regular  basis.  Costs  to  FWP  to  administer  game  farms  appear  to  be 
significant  with  no  apparent  return. 
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Response  L-12: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  additional  information  about  disease  issues  associated  with  the 
game  farm.  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA  specifies  that  all  game  farm  animals  must  be  removed 
from  the  enclosure  by  December  1 of  each  year,  thereby  reducing  the  potential  for  snow  drifting 
problems.  Stipulation  No.  9 in  this  Final  EA  requires  that  a weed  management  plan  for  the  game  farm 
area  be  submitted  to  the  Hill  County  Conservation  District.  The  area  in  which  thp  game  farm  would 
be  located  is  not  major  wildlife  habitat  nor  is  it  a major  migration  route  for  wildlife  (see  Response  PM- 
25  above).  Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  "fair  chase"  ethics  with  respect  to 
game  farm  shooting  operations. 

A Class  II  cultural  resources  inventory  was  conducted  on  the  proposed  game  farm  area  by  a 
contractor  to  FWP  (Ethos  Consultants,  Inc.  1998).  This  inventory  identified  several  cultural  resources 
in  the  game  farm  area;  however,  the  introduction  of  game  farm  animals  and  construction  of  the  fence 
are  expected  to  have  little  or  no  effect  on  these  resources.  The  cultural  resources  report  is  available 
for  review  at  FWP  offices. 

Rationale  for  selecting  an  EA  format  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  proposal  rather  than  an  EIS 
are  presented  in  Responses  PM-21  and  PM-30  above.  Refer  to  Response  PM-20  above  for  a 
discussion  of  recommended  vs.  required  mitigation  measures  or  stipulations.  Stipulation  No.  4 in  this 
Final  EA  requires  weekly  monitoring  of  the  game  farm  fence  to  ensure  its  integrity  is  maintained. 

Increased  time  and  expenses  by  FWP  with  respect  to  the  game  farm  are  addressed  in  item  10(a)  on 
page  47  of  the  Draft  EA.  The  Montana  legislature  establishes  fees  and  budgets  for  the  FWP  game 
farm  program.  Refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  information  on  potential  impacts  to  water 
resources  from  the  game  farm,  including  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA  that  describes  a water 
monitoring  program. 

Letter  Comment  13  by  Neil  Wikken: 

Game  farms  are  a threat  to  traditional  hunting.  Small  communities  could  be  hurt  if  public  hunting  is  curtailed, 
even  slightly,  by  game  farms.  Concern  for  public  safety  from  rifle  bullets;  current  hunting  in  this  area  is 
sporadic  and  minimal.  Potential  effect  on  property  values  near  the  game  farm.  The  Draft  EA  makes  no 
mention  of  primitive  weapon  use  (e.g.,  bowhunters).  The  game  farm  would  require  increased  workload  for 
FWP.  Wildlife  killed  prior  to  final  fence  closure  and  for  ingress  incidents  are  public  property.  If  intense  bull 
fighting  occurs,  fence  integrity  may  be  compromised.  Concern  for  hybridization  from  ingress/egress.  Game 
farm  blocks  elk  dispersal  corridor  between  Sweetgrass/Milk  River  herds  and  Bear  Paw  Mountains;  there  are 
other  elk  herds  in  the  area  not  mentioned  in  the  Draft  EA.  Potential  for  contraction  and  spread  of  disease; 
captive  elk  are  prone  to  infection.  Wild  animals  do  not  need  to  enter  the  game  farm  to  pass  on  disease.  Risk 
of  importing  infectious  material  into  the  pasture  increases  with  cattle  grazing  in  the  shooting  pasture  part  of 
each  year. 

Recommend  the  following  additional  mandatory  mitigation  measures:  (1)  double  fencing  around  the  360-acre 
holding  pasture;  (2)  not  allow  cattle  grazing  in  the  game  farm;  and  (3)  no  gate  along  western  fence  of  holding 
pasture. 

Response  L-13: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  traditional  hunting  values  and  its  relationship  to 
the  proposed  game  farm.  Potential  economic  impacts  to  communities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm 
are  described  on  pages  44-45  of  the  Draft  EA;  it  is  not  expected  that  an  adverse  effect  would  occur 
to  small  communities  from  any  changes  that  may  occur  in  normal  hunting  practices  in  the  area. 
Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Stipulation  No.  8 also 
describes  use  of  archery  equipment  and  shotguns.  The  issue  about  potential  effects  of  the  game 
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farm  on  land  values  is  described  in  Response  PM-6  above.  Increased  workload  and  costs  to  FWP 
with  respect  to  the  game  farm  are  addressed  in  item  10(a)  on  page  47  of  the  Draft  EA. 

The  disposal  of  wild  animals  that  may  be  trapped  or  ingress  into  the  game  farm  enclosure  is 
discussed  in  Response  L-1  above.  Based  on  experience  at  other  game  farms  in  Montana,  bull 
fighting  is  not  a significant  problem  with  respect  to  fence  integrity.  Potential  fb/  hybridization  from 
game  farm  animals  is  discussed  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA;  Stipulations  No.  6 and  No.  7 in  this 
Final  EA  require  administration  of  an  antibiotic  to  sheep  and  goats  on  the  game  farm,  and  limit  the 
number  of  these  animals  during  the  breeding  season  in  November.  Refer  to  Response  PM-25  above 
regarding  wild  elk  herds  and  migration  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site.  With  respect 
to  disease  issues  associated  with  game  farm  animals,  wildlife,  and  cattle,  please  refer  to  Response 
PM-2  above,  as  well  as  pages  33-38  and  59-60  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Comments  noted  regarded  suggested  additional  mitigation  measures.  The  final  list  of  1 1 required 
stipulations  and  several  recommended  mitigation  measures  are  included  in  this  Final  EA.  FWP  has 
determined  that  a double  fence  is  not  required  to  mitigate  any  of  the  potentially  significant  impacts, 
and  that  there  would  be  no  significant  impact  to  cattle  if  they  are  allowed  to  graze  in  the  shooting 
pasture  when  the  game  farm  animals  are  absent. 

Letter  Comment  14  by  Bernard  Golie  (Superintendent  Hill  County  Beaver  Creek  Park): 

Area  is  natural  migratory  path  between  Sweet  Grass  Hills  and  Missoun  River  country.  Elk  and  occasional 
moose  pass  through  the  area.  Area  west  of  Lower  Beaver  Creek  Reservoir  has  deer,  antelope,  mountain  lion, 
bobcat,  and  coyote.  Hunting  is  not  allowed  in  the  10,000-acre  Hill  County  Beaver  Creek  Park.  Concern  for 
safety  of  people  in  the  park  that  hike,  fish,  picnic,  and  enjoy  nature.  Threat  of  disease  to  wildlife  and 
neighbors’  cattle. 

Response  L-14: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-25  above  for  information  about  elk  migration  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
game  farm.  Wildlife  present  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  are  described  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft 
EA.  Comments  noted  regarding  wildlife  present  in  the  area  and  the  hunting  status  of  Beaver  Creek 
Park.  Refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  about  safety  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2 
above  for  a discussion  of  disease  issues  related  to  game  farm  animals,  wildlife,  and  cattle. 

Letter  Comment  15  by  Patrick  Brebrick: 

Against  public  sportsmen  funding  most  costs  of  game  farm  monitoring,  enforcing,  and  environmental  review. 
Against  introduction  of  non-native  game  animals  to  existing  environment  or  habitat,  whether  it  is  fenced  or  not. 

Response  L-1 5: 

The  Montana  legislature  establishes  fees  and  budgets  for  the  FWP  game  farm  program.  The 
legislature  and  FWP  have  also  approved  the  existence  of  game  farms  in  Montana  as  a regulated  and 
licensed  activity. 

Letter  Comment  16  by  John  Mest: 

Game  farm  shooting  contradicts  the  ethics  embodied  by  fair  chase  hunting  practices.  The  game  farm  would 
be  a feedlot  operation  that  would  lead  to  introduction  of  diseases.  Game  farms  result  in  a bad  image  of 
hunters  from  the  non-hunting  public. 

Response  L-1 6: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-9  for  a discussion  of  fair  chase  ethics  and  attitudes  from  the  non- 
hunting public  with  respect  to  game  farm  shooting  operations.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2  for 
information  regarding  disease  issues  associated  with  game  farm  animals,  wildlife,  and  cattle. 
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Letter  Comment  17  by  Charles  Griffith: 

Concern  for  safety  of  nearby  residences  from  rifle  bullets  used  at  game  farm.  Negative  effect  on  property 
values  of  game  farm  neighbors.  Game  farm  shooting  operation  does  not  fit  with  fair  chase  hunting.  Potential 
dissemination  of  infectious  and  fatal  wildlife  diseases.  Value  of  Montana’s  free-ranging  wildlife  herds  and 
flocks  is  threatened. 

Response  L-17: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the  proposed 
shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Information  about  the  effect  on 
property  values  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  is  included  in  Response  PM-6.  Refer  to  Response 
PM-9  for  a discussion  of  fair  chase  ethics  with  respect  to  game  farm  shooting  operations.  Information 
about  potential  diseases  associated  with  the  game  farm  is  presented  in  Response  PM-2.  Potential 
impacts  to  wildlife  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  are  discussed  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Letter  Comment  18  by  Cliff  & Bill  Peterson: 

Against  proposed  game  farm  shooting  operation. 

Response  L-18: 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  Comment  19  by  Kevin  Tucker: 

Game  farm  would  open  a Pandora’s  box  of  diseases.  Game  farms  encourage  more  poaching  and  capturing 
of  wild  elk.  Shooting  elk  in  an  enclosure  is  a travesty  and  against  fair  chase  concept.  Man-made  selective 
breeding  will  influence  change  in  genetics  of  elk;  these  genetically  altered  animals  will  eventually  escape  and 
mingle  with  other  wild  animals.  Game  farm  would  block  seasonal  migration  routes  that  are  vital  to  elk.  Danger 
to  nearby  residents  from  high-powered  rifles.  Letter  provides  numerous  pages  of  backup  information 
regarding  chronic  wasting  disease  and  other  diseases. 

Response  L-19: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  diseases  associated  with  game  farm  animals, 
wildlife,  and  cattle.  As  a result  of  the  system  of  identification  and  registration  of  game  farm  animals 
in  Montana,  there  is  no  evidence  that  game  farms  currently  encourage  poaching  and  capturing  of  wild 
elk.  Game  farm  fences  must  be  constructed  according  to  Montana  regulations  which  are  intended 
to  prevent  ingress  and  egress.  Refer  to  Response  PM-25  above  for  information  about  elk  migration 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  Refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  about 
safety  issues  associated  with  the  proposed  shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final 
EA.  Information  submitted  regarding  diseases  is  appreciated. 

Letter  Comment  20  by  Ray  Peck  (MT  House  Representative): 

In  favor  of  game  farm.  Rights  of  property  owners  who  are  willing  to,  and  have  complied  with  all  the 
regulations,  should  be  respected.  The  proposal  does  not  represent  any  real  threat  to  the  environment. 

Response  L-20: 

Comments  noted. 

Letter  Comment  21  by  Arlene  Harris: 

Opposed  to  game  farm  for  the  following  reasons:  too  close  to  residential  areas;  possible  pollution  of  nearby 
water  sources  and  public  wells;  threat  of  exposure  to  parasites  and  disease  by  other  wildlife  as  well  as 
domestic  cattle;  and  stray  bullets.  Sportsmen  should  not  have  to  subsidize  game  farmers. 

Response  L-21: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with 
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shooting  at  the  proposed  game  farm,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Refer  to  Response 
PM-11  above  for  a discussion  of  potential  water  resource  impacts  from  the  proposed  game  farm 
operation.  Disease  issues  associated  with  the  game  farm  are  discussed  in  Response  PM-2  above, 
included  diseases  that  may  be  transmitted  to  wildlife  and  cattle.  The  Montana  legislature  establishes 
the  fees  and  budgets  for  the  FWP  game  farm  program. 

* ^ 

Letter  Comment  22  by  Mathew  Horvath: 

Opposed  to  game  farm  of  a number  of  ethical  reasons.  Unless  provisions  are  made  to  shield  stray  bullets 
from  nearby  residences,  the  risk  of  a tragic  incident  looms  constantly.  Dwindling  habitat  is  an  ever  pressing 
concern. 

Response  L-22: 

A discussion  of  ethics  and  game  farms  is  included  in  Response  PM-9  above.  Refer  to  Response  PM- 
1 above  for  information  regarding  shooting  safety  from  the  proposed  game  farm,  including  Stipulation 
No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  are  discussed  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Letter  Comment  23  by  Gary  Matson: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Buying,  selling,  and  transport  of  domesticated  wild  game  species  is  harmful  to  gene 
pool  and  increases  risk  of  disease  transmission  to  wild  populations.  Contradicts  ethics  of  fair  chase  hunting. 

Response  L-23: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  disease  issues  associated  with  the 
proposed  game  farm.  A properly  constructed  game  farm  fence  is  intended  to  prevent  contact 
between  game  farm  animals  and  wild  animals.  Fair  chase  hunting  ethics  are  discussed  in  Response 
PM-9  above. 

Letter  Comment  24  by  Rolf  Wigaard: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Game  farms  do  not  uphold  the  ethics  of  fair  chase  hunting.  Proposed  game  farm 
will  foul  streams  and  ponds  by  overcrowding,  disrupt  local  and  migrating  game,  and  risk  contaminating  game 
and  livestock  by  diseases,  and  reduce  dwindling  game  ranges. 

Response  L-24: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  fair  chase  hunting  ethics  in  relation  to  game  farm 
shooting  operations.  Potential  impacts  to  water  resources  from  the  game  farm  are  described  in 
Response  PM-1 1 above  and  on  pages  27-29  of  the  Draft  EA.  Migration  of  big  game  in  the  game  farm 
area  is  described  in  Response  PM-25  above.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  a discussion  of 
disease  issues  related  to  the  game  farm  operation.  Potential  effects  of  the  game  farm  on  wildlife 
habitat  are  described  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Letter  Comment  25  by  Gene  Quenemoen: 

Opposed  to  game  farm  because  of  increasing  potential  for  disease  transmission  between  captive  animals  and 
public  wildlife;  and  shooting  of  game  farm  animals  contradicts  the  ethics  of  fair  chase  hunting  tradition. 

Response  L-25: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  disease  issues  associated  with  the  game 
farm  operation.  Response  PM-9  above  includes  a discussion  of  fair  chase  hunting  ethics  in  relation 
to  the  proposed  shooting  operation. 

Letter  Comment  26  by  Dwayne  Garner: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Inevitable  escape  of  penned  animals  spreads  disease  and  inferior  genetics  to  wild 
animals.  Opposes  sportsman's  and  tax  payer's  dollars  supporting  game  farms. 
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Response  L-26: 

Disease  issues  associated  with  the  proposed  game  farm  are  discussed  in  Response  PM-2  above. 
The  game  farm  fences  are  constructed  according  to  regulatory  standards  that  are  intended  to  prevent 
ingress  and  egress.  Game  farm  fees  and  FWP  game  farm  budgets  are  established  by  the  Montana 
legislature. 

Letter  Comment  27  by  Wayne  Worthington  (Flathead  Wildlife,  Inc.): 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Shooting  farms  should  not  be  part  of  Montana  environment.  Diseases  could  pass 
through  drainages  and  into  the  Milk  River.  Could  surface  drainage  have  an  adverse  affect  on  the  surrounding 
domestic  water  wells  and  supply  systems?  Wild  game  habitat  for  antelope,  deer  and  elk  will  be  reduced  with 
the  game  farm  fencing.  Potential  for  passing  diseases  to  wild  herds  through  contact  with  game  farm  animals. 
Exotic  species  could  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  native  wild  herds  due  to  the  unknown  method  of 
disease  transmission  and  control.  Against  sportsmen  dollars  being  used  for  preparation,  monitoring  and 
enforcement  of  game  farms;  game  farmers  should  pay  total  cost. 

Response  L-27: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  diseases  associated  with  the  proposed  game 
farm,  and  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  potential  water  resource  impacts.  Impacts  that  may  occur  to 
wildlife  habitat  from  the  game  farm  are  discussed  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA.  The  Montana 
legislature  establishes  fees  and  budgets  for  the  FWP  game  farm  program. 

Letter  Comment  28  by  Don  Babcock: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Wild  game  animals  are  jeopardized  with  potential  diseases  by  game  farm  animals. 
Objects  to  raising  a wild  animal  and  slaughtering  it  for  profit. 

Response  L-28: 

Disease  issues  associated  with  the  game  farm  are  discussed  in  Response  PM-2  above.  Game  farm 
animals  are  considered  domestic  and  not  wild  animals. 

Letter  Comment  29  by  Stan  Frazier  (MT  Wildlife  Federation;  2nd  of  2 letters): 

Supports  No  Action  Alternative  and/or  an  EIS  because  certain  items  listed  as  Significant  Impacts  cannot  be 
effectively  mitigated  and  certain  items  listed  as  Minor  Impacts  should  be  considered  Significant  Impacts. 

Relative  to  chronic  wasting  disease  (CWD),  the  mitigation  measure  5(h)  in  the  Draft  EA  are  inadequate  and 
cannot  guarantee,  due  to  the  lack  of  information,  that  CWD  can  not  be  transmitted  to  free  ranging  wild  elk  and 
deer.  The  potential  risk  of  CWD  translocation  due  to  acquiring  game  farm  animals  from  a variety  of  sources 
is  another  concern  that  cannot  be  mitigated  due  to  the  lack  of  scientific  information. 

Stipulations  do  not  address  the  public,  at  large,  that  may  be  in  the  field  for  pleasure  or  for  neighboring  livestock 
operations.  There  is  no  effective  way  to  mitigate  the  potential  hazard  to  human  health  from  shooting  to 
harvest  game  farm  animals.  The  required  firearm  needed  to  dispatch  a game  farm  elk  puts  at  risk  many 
people  due  to  the  proximity  of  a subdivision,  a County  park,  public  and  private  land  utilized  for  public  hunting 
opportunities,  and  private  lands  utilized  for  livestock  operations.  The  perimeter  of  the  game  farm  fence  has 
several  directions  where  the  public  and/or  private  landowners  may  be  within  the  effective  lethal  (kill)  range 
as  they  conduct  normal  private  outdoor  and/or  public  activities.  Although  the  intent  is  for  a controlled  kill,  the 
guide  cannot  control  the  trigger  pull  of  a client.  Who  is  legally  libel,  the  game  farm  or  the  licensing  agent  that 
approves  such  activity?  Why  should  area  residents  be  put  in  a position  where  they  fear  for  their  lives? 

"Changes"  and  "risk  of  contamination"  in  groundwater  should  be  identified  as  a Significant  potential  impact 
due  to  the  current  lack  of  scientific  information  relative  to  CWD  transmission  and  movement  of  groundwater. 
The  risk  of  CWD  to  domestic  livestock  should  be  considered  a significant  impact  because  of  the  unknown 
factors. 
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The  proposed  game  farm  will  remove  habitat  from  wildlife  use.  It  will  also  cause  a barrier  for  public  wildlife 
migration  and  significant  change  to  daily  habitats  that  insure  habitat  security. 

The  proposed  game  farm  will  inhibit  outdoor  recreational  opportunities  on  lands  used  by  the  general  public. 
Recreational  opportunities  would  be  potentially  impacted  to  the  Significant  level  because  the  killing  of  penned 
wildlife  and  closure  of  section  line  roads  will  alter  the  quality  of  area  opportunities.  , 

Response  L-29: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  on  diseases,  including  CWD,  with  respect  to 
the  proposed  game  farm.  Item  5(h)  on  page  36  of  the  Draft  EA  is  not  a mitigation  measure,  it  is  a 
description  of  potential  disease  impacts.  Stipulations  No.  1 through  7 and  No.  10  listed  in  this  Final 
EA  are  imposed  to  mitigate  potentially  significant  risk  to  wildlife  posed  by  the  proposed  game  farm, 
including  ingress  and  egress.  The  game  farm  fence,  as  described  on  page  5 of  the  Draft  EA,  will  be 
constructed  according  to  FWP  regulations  that  specify  the  fences  must  be  game-proof,  preventing 
the  escape  of  game  farm  animals  and  the  entry  of  wild  game  capable  of  interbreeding  with  or 
contracting  diseases  or  parasites  from  the  game  farm  animals. 

Information  about  shooting  safety  at  the  proposed  game  farm  is  included  in  Response  PM-1  above. 
Stipulation  No.  8 is  imposed  to  prevent  significant  potential  harm  to  residents  and  other  people  that 
may  be  in  the  game  farm  area. 

Refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  a discussion  of  potential  water  resource  impacts  from  the 
proposed  game  farm,  in  addition  to  pages  27-29  of  the  Draft  EA.  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA 
describes  a water  quality  monitoring  program  that  will  be  initiated  by  the  game  farm  owners  in 
conjunction  with  the  County  Sanitarian  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  The  information 
presented  in  Response  PM-1 1 , in  conjunction  with  the  disease  information  in  Response  PM-2  above, 
shows  why  potential  water  resource  impacts  associated  with  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  are 
considered  minor  and  not  significant. 

Refer  to  Response  PM-25  for  information  about  elk  migration  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game 
farm.  Wildlife  present  in  the  vicinity  of  the  game  farm  and  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  are 
described  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Given  the  location  of  the  proposed  game  farm  in  the  vicinity  of  public  land,  including  Beaver  Creek 
County  Park,  and  private  land  for  which  some  public  hunting  is  allowed,  FWP  believes  that  potential 
impacts  to  recreational  opportunities  from  the  proposed  game  farm  would  not  be  significant. 
Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA  provides  for  relatively  safe  shooting  conditions  in  the  game  farm 
area. 

Letter  Comment  30  by  Jim  Buell: 

In  favor  of  game  farm. 

Response  L-30: 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  Comment  31  by  Judi  Gomke: 

The  unknown  factors  surrounding  the  runoff  into  water  sources  used  by  humans  is  very  frightening.  Concern 
for  health  of  children  because  of  potential  water  impacts. 

Response  L-31 : 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above  for  a discussion  of  potential  water  resource  impacts  related 
to  operation  of  the  proposed  game  farm. 
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Letter  Comment  32  by  Bob  Bugni: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Rifle  hunting  close  to  residential  houses  is  an  unacceptable  risk.  Potential 
discharges  to  the  Milk  river  cannot  be  avoided.  Negative  effect  on  natural  habitat  for  big  game  and  game 
birds.  The  health  and  safety  of  the  public  and  wildlife  are  at  risk  if  this  permit  is  approved. 

Response  L-32:  ' , 

Refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  associated  with  the  proposed 
shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA.  Potential  water  resource  impacts  from 
the  game  farm  are  described  in  Response  PM-1 1 above;  discharges  from  the  game  farm  are  not 
expected  to  be  a problem  to  surface  water  in  the  area,  including  the  Milk  River.  Potential  impacts  to 
wildlife  habitat  are  described  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Letter  Comment  33  by  Larry  Kinsella: 

Concern  for  fence  integrity  and  potential  for  disease  transmission  to  cattle.  Will  the  game  farm  owners  be 
required  to  carry  liability  insurance?  Would  the  land  become  contaminated  if  there  is  a disease?  Would  the 
cattle  using  the  shooting  pasture  cause  problems  with  contact  from  neighbors  cattle?  Why  shouldn't  all 
hunters  be  guided?  Animal  Rights  people  may  come  with  their  cameras  (like  buffalo  that  were  shot  in 
Yellowstone  Park)  and  cause  problems  with  people  who  hunt  and  fish  the  proper  way. 

Response  L-33: 

The  game  farm  fence  would  be  constructed  according  to  FWP  regulations;  Stipulation  No.  4 in  this 
Final  EA  requires  daily  inspection  of  the  fence  to  ensure  fence  integrity  is  maintained.  The  game  farm 
owners  are  not  required  by  FWP  to  carry  liability  insurance;  however,  they  may  elect  to  carry  such 
insurance.  Any  specific  problems  that  may  result  from  operation  of  the  game  farm  likely  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  game  farm  licensee.  Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about 
diseases  related  to  operation  of  the  game  farm.  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA  requires  a guide 
to  accompany  each  shooter  on  the  game  farm. 

Letter  Comment  34  by  Jack  Heaton: 

Opposed  to  game  farm  because  of  the  potential  for  disease  transmission,  the  negative  environmental  impacts, 
and  the  ethical  concerns  such  as  pen  killing  sends  negative  message  to  the  public. 

Response  L-34: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  a discussion  of  disease  transmission  associated  with  the 
proposed  game  farm.  All  environmental  impacts  predicted  for  the  proposed  game  farm  are  described 
in  the  Draft  and  Final  EA  documents.  Ethical  issues  associated  with  the  shooting  operation  are 
discussed  in  Response  PM-9  above. 

Letter  Comment  35  by  Hill  County  (2nd  of  2 letters): 

Follow-up  to  September  11th  letter  now  supporting  the  game  farm.  Safety  of  the  surrounding  area  would  not 
be  jeopardized  by  game  farm.  Threat  of  disease  on  the  game  farm  will  be  monitored  by  a local  veterinarian 
and  by  the  state.  Mr.  Kafka  has  agreed  to  start  a water  run-off  monitoring  program  with  the  county  sanitarian 
to  establish  a baseline  for  future  reference  and  for  future  quality  determinations. 

Response  L-35: 

Comments  noted.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  additional  information  about  potential  diseases 
associated  with  the  proposed  game  farm.  See  Stipulation  No.  1 1 in  this  Final  EA  which  describes  the 
water  monitoring  program  that  will  be  performed  by  the  game  farm  owner  with  assistance  from  the 
County  Sanitarian. 

Letter  Comment  36  by  Lori  & Tim  Herron: 

Herron  property  borders  the  proposed  game  farm.  Concerned  about  bullets,  devaluation  of  land  next  to  the 
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pen,  water  contamination.  Highest  concern  is  disease  potential  to  wildlife,  cattle,  and  sheep  (CWD, 
brucellosis,  tuberculosis). 

Response  L-36: 

Safety  of  shooting  on  the  game  farm  is  addressed  in  Response  PM-1  above,  including  Stipulation  No. 

8 in  this  Final  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-6  for  a discussion  of  potential  impacts^to  property  values. 
Potential  impacts  to  water  resources  are  described  in  Response  PM-1 1 above,  as  well  as  on  pages 
27-29  of  the  Draft  EA.  Refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  diseases  associated  with 
the  proposed  game  farm. 

Letter  Comment  37  by  Gene  Charpentier: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  It  is  wrong  to  trap  animals  in  a small  acreage  and  charge  to  let  people  come  in  and 
kill  them.  The  possibility  of  disease  and  water  problems  from  enclosure  is  a concern. 

Response  L-37: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  hunting  ethics  in  relation  to  the  proposed  shooting 
operation.  Disease  issues  are  discussed  in  Response  PM-2  above.  Refer  to  Response  PM-1 1 above 
for  a description  of  potential  impacts  to  water  resources. 

Letter  Comment  38  by  Robert  DeJong: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Captive  shooting  of  game  farm  animals  contradicts  ethics  of  fair  chase  hunting  and 
creates  a negative  perception  to  the  non-hunting  public.  Object  to  hunter  and  sportsman  dollars  going  to 
game  farm  monitoring,  enforcement  and  environmental  review. 

Response  L-38: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  fair  chase  ethics  and  the  possible  negative 
perception  to  the  non-hunting  public.  Fees  and  FWP  budgets  for  the  game  farm  program  in  Montana 
are  established  by  the  State  legislature. 

Letter  Comment  39  by  Paul  Berg: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  The  proposed  game  farm  poses  a serious  threat  to  the  welfare  of  public  free  roaming 
wildlife  populations  because  of  the  potential  for  transmission  of  several  diseases  known  to  occur  in  other  game 
farm  animals  that  would  likely  supply  the  proposed  game  farm.  Since  cattle  would  share  the  game  farm 
pasture,  is  the  applicant  ready,  willing  and  able  to  assume  full  responsibility  and  associated  cleanup  costs  if 
diseases  occur? 

Response  L-39: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-2  above  for  information  about  diseases  associated  with  the  proposed 
game  farm,  as  well  as  on  pages  33-38  of  the  Draft  EA.  If  a disease  were  to  spread  from  game  farm 
animals  to  cattle,  it  likely  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  game  farm  licensee  to  compensate  for  any 
losses. 

Letter  Comment  40  by  Burt  Owens: 

In  favor  of  game  farm.  CWD  should  not  be  a concern  because  there  are  very  few  wild  deer  in  the  area  and 
no  cases  of  CWD  have  been  found  in  livestock.  Over  2,000  cows  and  other  animals  are  on  the  land  in  the 
same  area  as  the  game  farm  and  affect  the  water  quality  more  than  the  150  elk  would  for  the  months  they 
would  be  on  the  proposed  game  farm.  Game  farm  shooters  under  the  supervision  of  a guide  would  be  safer 
than  the  many  hunters  who  now  wander  the  area  alone.  The  game  farm  will  improve  economy  of  Havre. 

Response  L-40: 

Comments  noted.  See  final  stipulations  and  mitigation  measures  in  this  Final  EA. 
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Letter  Comment  41  by  Allen  & Francy  Beardsley  (2nd  of  2 letters): 

Concern  that  bullets  would  easily  reach  their  home  (located  within  1 mile  of  the  proposed  shooting  area). 

Response  L-41: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-1  above  for  information  regarding  safety  issues  for  the  proposed 
shooting  operation,  including  Stipulation  No.  8 in  this  Final  EA. 

Letter  Comment  42  by  Conrad  Nystrom: 

A landowner  should  have  the  freedom  to  utilize  their  property  within  the  boundary  of  the  law.  Does  not  believe 
that  the  proposed  game  farm  poses  a water  quality  problem.  Supervised  hunting  should  be  safer  than  the 
current  open  hunting  that  occurs  in  the  area. 

Response  L-42: 

Comments  noted.  See  Response  PM-11  above  for  additional  information  about  potential  water 
quality  problems  from  the  proposed  game  farm,  and  Response  PM-1  above  for  a discussion  of 
shooting  safety  issues  associated  with  the  shooting  operation. 

Letter  Comment  43  by  C.F.  Albro: 

Where  is  the  hunting  and  fair  chase  part?  Is  game  farming  not  fuel  for  the  anti-hunters?  What  is  the  potential 
for  disease  to  spread  to  the  truly  wild  animal? 

Response  L-43: 

Please  refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  hunting  and  fair  chase  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  shooting  operation.  Information  about  diseases  associated  with  the  game  farm  is  presented 
in  Response  PM-2  above. 

Letter  Comment  44  by  Loren  Kreck: 

Opposed  to  game  farm.  Game  farms  exceed  limit  of  hunting  ethics  and  tradition. 

Response  L-44: 

Refer  to  Response  PM-9  above  for  a discussion  of  hunting  ethics  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
shooting  operation. 
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CONCLUSION  OF  THE  EA 


The  Draft  EA,  as  modified  herein,  is  approved  as  the  Final  EA.  The  preferred  alternative  is  the  Proposed 
Action,  modified  with  1 1 stipulations.  Based  upon  this  review,  it  is  determined  that  the  proposed  Action  with 
the  required  mitigation  measure  would  not  have  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  that  an  EIS  will 
not  be  required. 

ANALYSIS  OF  IMPACT  ON  PRIVATE  PROPERTY 

Montana  game  farm  statues  (87-4-476,  MCA)  require  that  game  farm  licenses  may  be  denied  or  issued  with 
stipulations  to  prevent  unacceptable  threat  of  escape  of  captive  game  farm  animals,  disease  transmission, 
and  to  prevent  a significant  threat  to  the  safety  of  the  general  public  and  surrounding  landowners  by  the 
shooting  of  game  farm  animals.  MEPA  requires  FWP  to  identify  and  analyze  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  potential  mitigation  measures.  MEPA,  as  revised  by  Senate  Bill  231  of  1995,  also 
requires  agencies  to  evaluate  the  impact  on  private  property  of  regulatory  actions,  such  as  denial  of  a permit 
or  establishment  of  permit  conditions  (75-1-201,  MCA).  The  Environmental  Quality  Council  (EQC)  has 
established  procedural  guidelines  to  implement  these  requirements.  The  analysis  provided  in  the  Draft  EA 
was  prepared  in  accordance  with  implementation  guidance  issued  by  the  EQC. 

In  addition,  the  Private  Property  Assessment  Act  (2-10-101,  MCA,  et  seq.)  requires  agencies  to  determine 
whether  proposed  actions  by  the  State  of  Montana  have  "taking  or  damaging  implications",  such  as  to 
constitute  a deprivation  of  private  property  in  violation  of  the  United  States  or  Montana  constitutions  and,  if 
so,  to  perform  an  impact  assessment  to  determine  the  likelihood  that  a state  or  federal  court  would  hold  that 
the  action  is  a taking  or  damaging,  to  review  alternatives,  and  to  determine  the  estimated  cost  of 
compensation.  In  accordance  with  the  Act,  the  attorney  general  has  prepared  guidelines,  including  a 
checklist,  to  assist  agencies  in  identifying  and  evaluating  actions  with  taking  or  damaging  implications. 

The  Draft  EA  contains  FWP's  completed  checklist  with  respect  to  the  stipulation  recommended  in  the  preferred 
alternative  and  has  found  that  the  preferred  alternative  does  not  have  taking  or  damaging  implications  and 
that  an  impact  assessment  is  not  required. 

PERSONS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  PREPARING  THE  EA  AND  RESPONSE  TO 
COMMENTS 

Fish.  Wildlife  & Parks 

Shane  Reno,  FWP  Region  6 Game  Warden 
2165  Hwy  2 East 
Havre,  Montana  59501 
(406)  265-6177 

Al  Rosgaard,  FWP  Region  6 Wildlife  Biologist 
2165  Hwy  2 East 
Havre,  Montana  59501 
(406)  265-6177 
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Karen  Zackheim,  FWP  Game  Farm  Coordinator 
1420  E.  Sixth  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 
(406)  444-2535 

Maxim  Technologies 

Daphne  Digrindakis,  Project  Manager 
Doug  Rogness,  Hydrologist 
Mike  Cormier,  Soil  Scientist 
James  Colegrove,  Graphics 

Other 

Craig  Knowles,  Wildlife  Biologist,  FaunaWest  Wildlife  Consultants 
Linda  Priest,  Socioeconomist,  Northwest  Resource  Consultants 
Candace  Durran,  Vegetation  Specialist 
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Rural  Route  1 4210 
Glasgow,  MT  59230 
October  16,  1998 

Kim  and  Cindy  Kafka 
HC  30  Box  302 
Havre,  MT  59501 

Dear  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kafka: 

The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (FWP)  has  completed  its  review  of  your 
application  for  a game  farm  license  and  the  environmental  review  process.  You  are  hereby 
notified  that  the  Department  has  determined  it  will  propose  to  issue  you  a game  farm  license 
with  stipulations. 

A copy  of  the  final  environmental  assessment  and  the  proposed  decision  document  which 
includes  the  stipulations  and  reasons  is  enclosed.  You  have  a 30  day  response  period  from 
receipt  of  this  letter  to  make  changes  to  your  application  in  order  to  mitigate  or  correct  any 
problems  or  deficiencies.  If  you  choose  to  make  changes  to  your  application,  FWP  must 
reconsider  your  application  with  the  proposed  changes  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  your 
changes  pursuant  to  Section  87-4-426(4),  MCA. 

If  you  decide  not  to  submit  any  changes  within  the  30  day  response  period,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  response  period  the  enclosed  proposed  decision  becomes  FWP's  proposed  final  decision. 
If  you  wish  to  appeal  the  proposed  final  decision,  you  have  the  following  legal  remedies 
available: 

1 . Within  10  days  of  the  end  of  the  response  period,  you  may  petition  the  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  Commission  in  writing  for  a review  of  FWP's  proposed 
decision.  If  you  do  so,  a date  for  review  by  the  Commission  will  be  set  and 
you  will  be  notified  of  the  date  and  of  your  opportunity  to  participate.  The 
decision  of  the  Commission  will  replace  FWP's  decision.  Your  petition  must 
be  mailed  to  the  Commission  and  must  be  postmarked  within  10  days  of  the  end 
of  the  response  period. 

2.  Within  30  days  of  the  end  of  the  response  period,  unless  you  petitioned  for 
Commission  review  under  #1  above,  you  may  request  a hearing  under  the 
Montana  Administrative  Procedure  Act,  Title  2,  Chapter  4,  Part  6,  MCA.  A 
copy  of  the  Act  is  enclosed  for  your  information. 

If  you  choose  to  petition  the  Commission  and  later  wish  to  contest  the  Commission's  decision, 


you  may  do  so  under  #2  above  by  requesting  a hearing  under  the  Montana  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  within  30  days  of  your  receipt  of  the  Commission's  decision.  The 
Commission's  decision  legally  become  FWP's  decision  and  may  be  contested  in  a hearing 
under  the  Montana  Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

If  you  fail  to  amend  your  application,  or  either  petition  the  Commission  or  request  a hearing 
within  the  above  time  limits,  FWP's  proposed  decision  becomes  the  Department's  final 
decision  in  this  matter.  This  decision  will  not  be  appealable. 

If  you  concur  with  the  decision,  you  may  sign  and  return  the  enclosed  decision  document. 
Upon  signature  and  submittal  to  FWP,  you  are  authorized  to  begin  construction  of  your  game 
farm  facility  as  approved.  Please  notify  the  Region  Enforcement  Division  when  you  are  ready 
to  have  your  fences  inspected.  Upon  approval,  if  Department  of  Livestock  has  approved  your 
quarantine  facility  or  plan,  your  license  will  be  issued. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  406-228-3700. 

Sincerely, 


Tom  Hinz,  Region  Six  Supervisor 
Enel. 


C: 


Karen  Zackheim 
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DIAMOND  K RANCH  GAME  FARM 
DECISION  DOCUMENT 
October  16, 1998 


Game  Farm  Application  and  MEPA  Review 


€ 


Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks  (FWP)  received  an  application  for  a game  farm 
license  from  Kim  and  Cindy  Kafka,  Jack  and  Ellen  Schubarth,  and  Dan  and  Julie  Clark  on 
January  31,  1998.  An  amended  application  dated  July  8, 1998  was  received  from  Kim  Kafka.  On 
March  16, 1998,  FWP  accepted  the  original  application  as  complete  which  initiated  a 120-day 
review  and  decision  period  per  laws  governing  game  farms. 

The  applicants  propose  a “put  and  take”  fee  shooting  with  possibly  some  antler  and/or  meat 
production.  Up  to  150  adult  elk;  5 bighorn,  stone,  desert,  fannin  and/or  dall  sheep;  5 pronghorn; 
5 mountain  goats;  and  5 mule  and/or  white-tailed  deer  will  be  raised  and/or  released  within  two 
fenced  areas  totaling  1,145  acres.  The  area  is  a located  in  the  northern  foothills  of  the  Bear  Paw 
Mountains  consisting  of  mountain  shrub/grasslands  and  prairie  grassland.  The  proposed  project 
is  located  approximately  10  miles  south  of  Havre,  Montana. 

A draft  Environmental  Analysis  (EA)  on  the  proposal  was  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  and  the  game  farm  statute  and  distributed  for  public  review 
on  August  24,  1998.  The  draft  EA  identified  no  significant  impacts  that  could  not  be  mitigated. 

The  Department  has  reviewed  the  public  comments  and  amended  the  draft  EA  appropriately  to 
address  the  issues  raised.  The  Department  met  with  the  Department  of  Livestock  to  determine 
the  final  stipulations  attached  to  this  license.  The  Department  has  issued  a Final  EA  that 
determined  the  proposed  project  will  create  no  significant  impacts  on  the  human  environment 
and  determined,  therefore,  that  an  environmental  impact  statement  was  not  required. 


Proposed  Decision 

Based  upon  our  review  of  the  EA,  the  game  farm  license  application  file  and  the  information 
noted  below,  the  FWP  has  determined  that  a license  to  operate  the  game  farm  in  question  will  be 
issued.  The  issuance  of  this  license  is  contingent  upon  approval  of  fence  construction, 
Department  of  Livestock  approval  of  quarantine  and  handling  facilities  and  the  Licensees’ 
adherence  to  the  stipulations  listed  below.  The  Licensees  will  have  two  years  from  the  date  of 
this  approval  to  complete  fence  construction  as  submitted  in  their  application.  Changes  from  the 
application  must  be  approved  by  FWP  prior  to  implementation  of  modifications. 

Licensee  must  be  in  compliance  with  all  game  farm  statutes,  rules  and  regulations  of  Montana 
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Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parts  and  Department  of  Livestock.  Current  regulations  are  attached  for  the 
applicant's  information,  but  it  is  the  licensee's  responsibility  to  keep  up  with  any  changes  in  the 
laws  or  regulations.  The  Licensee  must  also  comply  with  the  stipulations  listed  below. 

* 

With  most  game  farms,  there  is  the  concern  of  disease  transmission  to  wild  populations  and  also 
genetic  ‘pollution’  should  wild  and  captive  animals  interbreed.  Wild  animals  such  as  native 
elk,  black  bears,  mountain  lions  and  coyotes  can  be  attracted  to  game  farms  due  to  the 
availability  of  food  and  potential  breeding  opportunities.  Responsible  management  and 
adherence  to  FWP  stipulations  and  regulations  should  reduce  the  risk  of  contact  between  wild 
and  game  farm  animals  to  an  acceptable  level.  In  addition  to  the  regulatory  requirements  for 
fencing  and  disease  control,  the  Department  and  the  DoL  agreed  to  additional  stipulations  that 
should  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  and  the  Environmental  Assessment  recommends  additional 
measures  which  would  assist  in  that  effort. 

REQUIRED  STIPULATIONS 

The  following  stipulations  are  imposed  by  FWP  for  the  Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  and  are 
designed  to  mitigate  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

(1 ) Report  ingress  of  any  wild  game  animals  or  egress  of  domestic  elk,  deer,  or  other  game 
farm  animals  to  the  Montana  FWP  immediately.  The  report  must  contain  the  probable 
reason  why  or  how  ingress/egress  occurred. 

(2)  Conduct  a survey  of  the  game  farm  area  every  spring  prior  to  placing  game  farm  animals 
within  the  360-acre  holding  pasture,  and  every  late  summer  or  early  fall  prior  to  the 
shooting  period  in  the  785-acre  shooting  pasture,  to  verify  there  are  no  wild  animals;  no 
game  farm  animals  can  be  placed  into  the  empty  enclosures  each  spring  or  fall  without 
authorization  by  FWP. 

(3)  The  licensee  must  immediately  comply  with  any  disease  control,  surveillance,  and/or 
testing  requirements  issued  by  the  state  veterinarian. 

(4)  Monitor  the  game  farm  fence  on  a weekly  basis  and  immediately  after  major  snow  and 
rain  events  to  ensure  fence  integrity  is  maintained. 

(5)  Provide  escort  to  anyone  entering  the  game  farm  enclosure  (e.g.,  gas  pipeline  personnel) 
when  game  farm  animals  are  present. 

The  stipulations  listed  above  are  imposed  to  mitigate  potentially  significant  risk  to  wildlife  posed 
by  the  proposed  game  farm  from  concerns  related  to  diseases,  fence  integrity  from  snow  drifting 
and  rainstorm  erosjon,  and  the  lack  of  a permanent  game  farm  owner/operator  at  the  site.  Risk  to 
wildlife  from  contact  between  game  farm  animals  and  wild  game  is  potentially  significant  due  to 
the  site  being  located  in  an  area  currently  utilized  by  wild  game.  Information  provided  by  the 
stipulations  would  also  help  both  the  applicant  and  FWP  to  address  ingress  and  egress  incidents 


and  to  minimize  contact  between  wild  and  domestic  animals.  These  stipulations,  in  addition  to 
fencing  requirements,  are  expected  to  reduce  the  risk  to  wildlife  to  below  significant.  With 
respect  to  Stipulation  No.  2 above,  if  the  licensee  wishes  to  have  year-round  animal  occupation 
of  the  game  farm  site,  separate  approval  must  be  granted  by  FWP  and  DoL  afthe  request  of  the 
licensee. 

(6)  The  game  farm  licensee  must  administer  an  antibiotic  to  sheep  and  goats  prior  to 
placement  of  the  animals  in  the  shooting  pasture.  The  prescribed  antibiotic  is  to  be 
determined  in  consultation  with  the  state  veterinarian.  The  animals  must  be  isolated 
from  other  game  farm  animals  and  domestic  livestock  between  administration  of  the 
antibiotic  and  movement  to  the  shooting  pasture. 

(7)  Only  one  sheep  and  one  mountain  goat  may  be  present  in  the  game  farm  enclosure  at  a 
time  during  the  month  of  November  (breeding  period). 

The  two  stipulations  above  are  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  hybridization  and 
disease  (A  Strain  Pasteurella)  risk  from  game  farm  sheep  and  mountain  goats.  During  the 
breeding  period  of  November,  some  sheep  and  mountain  goats  would  tend  to  have  a strong  desire 
to  climb  the  game  farm  fence  (to  escape  the  dominant  animals).  By  restricting  the  number  of 
domestic  sheep  and  mountain  goats  to  one  each  during  November,  the  potential  risk  of  egress  is 
significantly  reduced.  A single  sheep  and/or  goat  could  be  placed  and  shot  in  the  game  farm 
during  November  because  there  would  be  no  competition  among  the  animals. 

(8)  The  shooting  period  at  the  game  farm  will  extend  from  August  15  to  December  1 of  each 
year.  Use  of  rifles  for  the  shooting  operation  can  occur  only  during  the  general  big  game 
hunting  season,  including  the  antelope  season  (i.e.,  7-week  period  from  the  opening  of 
antelope  season  to  the  closing  of  general  big  game  season).  Shooting  in  the  game  farm 
during  the  remaining  designated  period  above  must  occur  using  only  shotguns  or  archery 
equipment.  In  addition,  a guide  must  accompany  each  shooter  to  assure  that  shooting 
does  not  occur  toward  nearby  residences.  All  animals  must  be  removed  from  the  game 
farm  area  by  December  1 of  each  year. 

This  stipulation  is  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  risk  to  public  health  and  safety 
due  to  the  proximity  of  residences  and  Beaver  Creek  County  Park  to  the  game  farm  site.  The 
range  of  a shotgun  or  archery  equipment  would  significantly  reduce  the  potential  for  affecting 
persons  or  property  outside  of  the  game  farm  enclosure.  Use  of  rifles  only  during  the  regular 
hunting  season  will  coincide  with  other  rifle  shooting  that  would  be  occurring  in  the  general  area. 
Removing  game  farm  animals  from  the  enclosure  by  December  1 would  also  help  to  reduce 
potential  snow  drifting  concerns,  and  would  facilitate  the  accounting  of  all  game  farm  animals  at 
least  once  a year,  if  the  licensee  wishes  to  have  year-round  animal  occupation  of  the  game  farm 
site,  separate  approval  must  be  granted  by  FWP  and  DoL  at  the  request  of  the  licensee. 
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(9)  File  a weed  management  plan  for  the  game  farm  area  with  the  Hill  County  Conservation 
District. 

A weed  management  program  will  mitigate  potential  significant  impacts  from  the  spread  of 
weeds  in  the  game  farm  area  as  native  vegetative  cover  is  reduced  from  grazing  of  game  farm 
animals. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  have  been  included  by  the  game  farm  applicants  as  part  of  the 
Proposed  Action,  and  are  repeated  here  as  required  mitigations/stipulations  because  of  their 
importance  in  reducing  potentially  significant  impacts  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

(10)  Construct  a 10-foot  high  game  farm  fence  along  a portion  of  the  southern  fence  line. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  risk  of  ingress/egress  from  the  game  farm 
area.  The  10-foot  high  fence  along  a portion  of  the  southern  fence  line  (approximately  2,500  feet 
in  length)  would  be  placed  due  to  steep  slopes  along  coulees  and  potential  snow  drifting  that 
could  reduce  the  effective  height  of  the  fence. 

(11)  Collect  baseline  water  quality  data  from  surface  and  groundwater  sources  at  the  site. 

This  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  risk  of  water  quality  impacts.  The  game 
farm  owner  has  agreed  to  a water  resource  monitoring  program  with  the  County  Sanitarian  to 
establish  baseline  conditions  and  future  quality  determinations.  Specific  details  of  the 
monitoring  program  (i.e.,  sample  locations,  frequency,  and  parameters)  have  not  yet  been 
established;  however,  these  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of  the  game  farm  license. 

RECOMMENDED  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  following  recommended  mitigation  measures  address  minor  impacts  identified  in  the 
Diamond  K Ranch  game  farm  EA  for  resources  that  have  the  most  potential  affects  from  the 
Proposed  Action: 

• Use  coated  fence  posts  when  constructing  perimeter  fence. 

• Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  in  the  proposed  game  farm  enclosure  to  minimize 
changes  in  soil  structure,  potential  increases  in  runoff  and  water  erosion  from  disturbed 
ground,  and  destruction  of  vegetation.  A "reasonable  stocking  rate"  is  defined  as  the 
density  of  animals  appropriate  to  maintain  vegetative  cover  in  pasture  conditions  that 
minimizes  soil  erosion  from  major  precipitation  events  and  snowmelt. 

• Spray  water  on  unpaved  roads  during  the  dry  season  and  limit  ground  disturbance  to  only 
the  area  necessary  to  complete  the  job. 

• Employ  the  following  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  to  reduce  odor  problems  if 
they  occur:  (1)  incorporate  waste  into  soil  quickly  by  plowing  or  discing;  (2)  spread 
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waste  during  cool  weather  or  in  the  morning  during  warm,  dry  weather;  and  (3)  if  not 
incinerated  on-site  as  proposed,  cover  buried  animal  carcasses  on  the  game  farm  with  a 
minimum  of  2 feet  of  soil  and  at  a distance  greater  than  1-mile  from  any  residence; 
carcasses  may  also  be  sent  to  a licensed  municipal  landfill  if  approved  by  the  landfill 
operator;  carcasses  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  or  adjacent  to  water  bodies,  roads,  and 
ditches. 

Potential  water  quality  impacts  could  be  minimized  by  disposing  excess  fecal  material  at 
a site  that  is  isolated  from  surface  water  and  groundwater. 

Utilize  BMPs  where  surface  water  could  enter  Spring  Coulee  or  other  drainages  for  any 
areas  that  may  have  erosion  and  sedimentation  problems.  The  BMPs  may  include  earth 
berms,  straw  bale  dikes,  vegetative  buffer  zones,  and/or  silt  fences. 

Exclude  ASCS-determined  wetland/riparian  areas  from  the  holding  pasture. 

Use  cross  fencing  to  obtain  more  uniform  forage  use  and  to  prevent  livestock  from  over 
utilizing  wetlands  in  the  game  farm  area. 

Provide  supplemental  feed  in  the  proposed  game  farm  area,  as  necessary,  when  optimum 
forage  utilization  has  been  achieved.  Optimum  forage  utilization  should  be  determined  in 
conjunction  with  the  local  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  range 
specialist. 

Feed  only  locally  produced  hay  or  certified  weed-seed-free  hay. 

Store  hay,  feed,  and  salt  away  from  exterior  fences  or  enclose  in  buildings. 

Feed  game  farm  animals  at  interior  portions  of  the  enclosure  and  not  along  the  perimeter 
fence. 

If  fence  integrity  or  ingress/egress  becomes  a problem,  adjust  the  fence  as  necessary, 
including:  double  fencing,  electrification,  additional  post  support,  replacing  damaged 
posts,  or  increased  fence  height. 

During  winters  of  exceptional  snow  cover,  remove  snow  on  either  side  of  the  perimeter 
fence  to  prevent  ingress/egress,  or  keep  game  farm  animals  away  from  fence  areas  where 
significant  snow  buildup  occurs. 

Limit  noisy  activities  to  daylight  hours  and  complete  construction  as  soon  as  possible  to 
reduce  noise  to  neighbors. 

Fencing  operations  should  stay  between  the  proposed  fence  line  and  pinflags  set  in  the 
field  in  order  to  mitigate  possible  impacts  to  identified  cultural  resources.  The  fence 
might  also  be  rerouted  around  an  identified  prehistoric  caim  along  the  southeast  comer  of 
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the  proposed  enclosure  if  fencing  operations  are  unable  to  avoid  it  in  the  space  given. 


Tom  Hinz 

Regional  Supervisor 


Please  sign  and  return  the  original  to  FWP  to  indicate  your  concurrence  with  the  license 
stipulations  listed  above.  A copy  of  the  signed  decision  will  be  provided  to  you  for  your  records. 

Mail  to:  Judy  Elletson,  MFWP  Region  Six,  Route  1 - 4210,  Glasgow,  MT  59230. 


Kim  Kafka 


Date 


Cindy  Kafka 


Date 


o 


